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ABSTRACT
COVID-19 forced all education online during Spring 2020 requiring face-to-face higher
education faculty to immediately redesign their courses for an online modality. This dissertation
studied faculty who used Canvas as their Learning Management System to investigate how
faculty leveraged affordances and navigated constraints of the platform, specifically in Pages and
Assignments, when they designed and redesigned their courses; how their pedagogical and
Canvas training affected their choices; and the ways in which their experiences affected their
workload and stress levels. This study employed a three-phase methodology: a) a Qualtrics
survey with open and closed-ended questions; b) 11 faculty were interviewed; and, c) Canvas
course sandboxes of the interviewees were observed via Zoom. The results indicate that although
the majority of faculty had some kind of pedagogical or Canvas training prior to the pandemic,
they felt extreme stress and higher workload during spring, but lower stress and workload during
summer as they prepared for fall since they had more time to work. The majority of faculty
worked nonstop throughout 2020, even during their Spring Breaks and summer vacations; they
did so without additional pay while writing, designing, and redesigning courses, and only a few
faculty were paid for additional summer training. The research was analyzed through a
convergent framework of Critical Digital Pedagogy, Interface, and Affordance theories, which
formed the Pandemic Teaching Cycle and development of a new educational affordance
taxonomy.
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FOREWORD
The idea for this dissertation was born out of my own teaching and course design
experience. I have been teaching in higher education for 21 years in multiple modalities for both
private and public universities and colleges utilizing several different Learning Management
Systems, including Canvas, Blackboard, CE6, Angel, and Desire-2-Learn (D2L). Although I was
an adjunct for the majority of my career, I was lucky enough to teach a range of courses:
Composition I, Composition II, Introduction to Literature, Introduction to Prose Literature, Short
Stories and Film, Film & Diversity, World Literature and Film, Early American Literature, Late
American Literature, Perspectives of War, Speech, and Technical Communication. Teaching
these various courses across the country also meant that I taught a variety of demographics such
as international students, minority, first generation, dual enrolled, non-traditional, and military
serving overseas along with traditional students. These factors forced me to be flexible and
creative in my course design and approach to teaching face-to-face (f2f) courses. Since I had no
formal pedagogical education or training and never had a teaching assistantship in college, I had
no idea what the word “pedagogy” meant, and I had no idea that learning theories could help me
in the classroom. I taught by instinct through listening to my students, reflecting on their work,
and adjusting my material and assignments to their specific needs in each class. I had no idea that
I defaulted to a critical pedagogy as defined in the Literature Review of this dissertation. I
decided to be a student of my students, learning about them first so I could teach them the course
material in a productive and clear way.
In Spring 2006, after having three babies in less than four years, I began teaching online
for Minnesota State University, Mankato, when they decided to migrate some first year
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composition courses online. Interestingly, no full time-faculty were willing to take the chance on
online learning, and since I had little ones at home, I decided I would take the online opportunity.
With no training in online pedagogy or course design, I developed courses through trial and
error, much like I did in the f2f classroom. MSU adopted D2L, which had limited functionalities,
but the institution required a synchronous component, which was achieved via D2Ls Chat
feature. I put students into breakout rooms and gave them a list of questions that they needed to
answer regarding the assignments. At that point, there were no video chats, narrated slides, or
video presentation capabilities, and online learning was vastly different from f2f.
I continued using this trial-and-error approach to online learning until 2009 when I began
teaching for Florida SouthWestern State College, which required that I complete a Canvas
training course to learn how to design an online course in the platform effectively. The course
was quite in depth and required that I design a full course by utilizing all tools and affordances in
the platform. The course taught me pedagogical underpinnings of online learning as well as
technological skills that I did not previously possess. I received a certificate of completion and
then successfully developed Early American and Late American Literature courses for fully
online implementation while following a Quality Matters rubric. These courses were approved
by the institution, and I was paid a stipend for my work in designing both courses. I was allowed
to teach these courses for three years before they were opened to other faculty to teach.
Since then, I have expanded my course design skillset. I have developed f2f, hybrid, and
asynchronous online humanities, technical communication, and speech courses and published
several articles and book chapters on online course development, including “Building a Robust
Course in Canvas” (McClure, 2018) and “Finding the Sweet Spot: Strategic Course Design
xvi

Using Videos” (McClure & Mahaffey, 2021). I was also a peer reviewer for the Online Learning
Consortium Innovate Conference for three years and completed Embry-Riddle Aeronautical
University (ERAU) Worldwide’s Online Teaching Certification course and ERAU’s Center for
Teaching and Learning Excellence’s (CTLE) Pivotal Pedagogy Summer Seminar. Additionally, I
was a mentor for ERAU CTLE’s Canvas Academy for three years, where I was paired with
several faculty on campus who had no Canvas or online course development knowledge. This
experience was especially enlightening since I was able to see first-hand how faculty across
campus approached their courses in Canvas, and I realized that many had no idea where to start
or how to leverage the technology to make their courses clearer and more navigable.
When the Pandemic hit in Spring 2020, I easily migrated my f2f and hybrid courses for
fully online implementation since most of my content was already uploaded, and I knew how to
quickly adjust, but I found myself worried about the faculty who I had trained the previous three
summers. I also wondered what faculty across the nation were doing to change their courses.
With my varied experiences and education, I knew full well that a significant portion of faculty
had no idea how to redesign their courses or use their institutions’ Learning Management
System, much less in a matter of days under extreme pressure and fear. During this same
semester, I successfully completed my doctoral candidacy exams and began thinking about
dissertation topics.
During Summer 2020, I wrote several pre-proposals searching for a topic that was
relevant, interesting, and related to Texts and Technology. Admittedly, I ended up writing nine
documents before I found the right topic. At that point, my idea was mostly focused on only
affordances of Canvas and the end product that they allow. I really wanted to approach my
xvii

dissertation from a more technical communication standpoint where I analyzed the design of
faculty courses as texts themselves since I wanted to study the intersection of instructional design
and technical communication. Once I wrote and defended my Prospectus, however, I was asked
to include Critical Digital Pedagogy and a more humanistic approach to the topic. As I pulled
together my Literature Review and read about Critical Digital Pedagogy, I realized that the focus
needed to be not just on the design of courses as texts but on the faculty themselves, how they
designed their courses online, and how that impacted their stress levels and workload during
2020. After writing a full draft, I added Crisis/Resilience Pedagogy to this document to help
contextualize faculty teaching during the pandemic. By adding these theories, this dissertation
acknowledges the hard work, time, and stress that faculty experienced during a global crisis in
2020 while they designed their courses for online implementation.
The first chapter of this dissertation, the Introduction, argues that the educational shift
online during Spring 2020 due to the pandemic disrupted all face-to-face instruction forcing
faculty to rely on technology to facilitate their classes. Research shows that less than half of all
higher ed faculty received any online pedagogical training. Further, the Every Learner
Everywhere survey shows that most faculty were required to teach in an online modality during
Fall 2020 as well. The switch to online required faculty to utilize their universities’ LMS, even if
they didn’t how to use them effectively. Critical Digital Pedagogy argues that faculty should
analyze the technology that they use, but this isn’t always feasible. This dissertation focuses on
how faculty leveraged the affordances in Canvas, which is an educational interface used for
course content, and how they navigated the constraints imposed on them by the technology
through answering three research questions.
xviii

In short, this dissertation is not what I expected to write, but I think it is even more
important now that we are in the Delta phase of the pandemic while governors and institutions
are mandating a return to “normal.” As faculty, the majority of us realize there is no “normal.” I
argue in “A Year Later: COVID-Style Teaching,” “As we move into the next academic year, we
all must decide how we will take what we have learned from the past and adjust to new
expectations and possible eventualities. We simply won’t be able to return to traditional course
designs” (Kugelmann, 2021). With Delta as a more contagious variant (and Lambda and Mu
currently emerging), no mask or vaccination mandates, millions of students returning to school,
and f2f instruction in thousands of schools, we need to be even more creative in our course
design, which, of course, requires more time, work, and reflection, which will cause additional
stress during this next school year.

xix

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
COVID-19
On January 21, 2020, Washington state announced its first COVID-19 positive patient
showing the world that the illness had spread to the United States from China. Only 10 days
later, the World Health Organization (WHO) issued a global health emergency, but the United
States did not declare a public health emergency until February 3rd, giving the illness more time
to spread across the US. On March 3rd, the WHO announced that COVID-19 was a pandemic
(“A Timeline of COVID-19,” 2021). The virus was (and still is) highly contagious, and at the
time, medical professionals believed that the illness passed easily from infected people through
the release of fluid as droplets by sneezing or coughing to people standing near them (“How does
the coronavirus spread,” 2020). By the end of March, stay-at-home orders were issued, resulting
in a disruption of all US industries from flights to Wall Street to education at all levels.
COVID-19 caused an unprecedented shift in education at breakneck speed, which caused
confusion, panic, and fear in faculty and students alike in the middle of the Spring 2020
semester. All educational institutions were forced to make difficult financial, academic, and
health decisions in less than two weeks, and by the end of March 2020 over “1,100 colleges and
universities in all 50 states ha[d] cancelled in-person classes or shifted to online-only instruction”
(Smalley, 2021). This prompted concerns and “conversations about accessibility in education” (Erni
& Striphas, 2021). Accessibility includes making sure that learning environments allow for access for
all students including wi-fi and technology, “anticipating barriers” or issues that may prevent
students from achieving learning outcomes, and “mediating barriers” by providing necessary help,
technology, or content (de Bie & Brown, 2020). There is no doubt that not all courses were fully
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accessible to all students pre-pandemic, but instruction and technology issues made this gap even
more significant and worrisome when the pandemic hit.
A serious concern with the move online was that many of these educators forced into a new
modality lacked any previous online teaching experience, which caused an even greater

accessibility issue. According to the “2019 Survey of Faculty Attitudes on Technology: A Study
by Inside Higher Ed and Gallup,” only 46% of higher education faculty they surveyed had fully
online teaching experience while 54 % stated that had never taught fully online, and 38% had
hybrid or blended teaching experience (see Table 1). The faculty who answered that they had
taught online and/or hybrid/blended could be overlapping, however, because the researchers did
not identify who had taught only online or only hybrid/blended courses, which skews the
numbers. Of the 876 faculty who had taught online, 31% stated that they designed their online
courses with the help of an Instructional Designer (ID), and 25% said that their universities’
Centers for Teaching and Learning Excellence (CTLE) was helpful while they designed their
courses (Jaschik & Lederman, 2019). Because Jaschik and Lederman’s survey instrument
allowed faculty to choose multiple answers, there could be significant overlap in the use of ID
and CTLE by the respondents, which means that in reality, 226 of the 289 individuals who had
help from ID also might have had help from CTLE prompting respondents to mark both answers.
Table 1: Numbers from 2019 Survey of Faculty Attitudes on Technology Survey

(n=1904)

Respondents

Percentage

ID Help

CTLE Help

Taught Online

876

46%

289 (32%)

226 (25%)

Taught Hybrid

723

38%

Never Online

1028

54%

2

In addition to the low number of faculty who had online teaching and design experience,
only 43% of the total faculty stated they had professional development about online course
design (Jaschik & Lederman, 2019), which means only 845 of the 1,967 faculty who completed
their survey had some kind of online pedagogical training prior to the pandemic. It is also
important to note that online course design could indicate only pedagogical underpinnings of
online best practices and not training on how to use specific educational technologies, which
were necessary to survive the pandemic and continue teaching. This is the difference between
pedagogical best practices versus functional technical knowledge: knowing why and how to craft
and scaffold online assignments or knowing how to use the technology adequately. The survey,
however, indicates that there is a significant lack of experience in not only teaching online but
also in both professional development in online course design and use of ID and CTLE services
when designing courses. This would affect not only the education of students, but also the
workload and stress levels of faculty as the transition online fell on them as individuals who were
completely responsible for their own courses and the continuation of student learning in a new
modality.
Additionally, Jaschik & Lederman (2019) assert that these results “can be considered
representative of the views of faculty members and digital learning leaders at colleges
nationwide” since their survey was disseminated via Gallup which “statistically weighted the
faculty data” and “obtained [a] sample of [faculty that] was also similar to the national
distribution of faculty members on age and gender.” If we are to agree with this assertion, this
means that of the 1.5 million higher education faculty in America (National Center for Education
Statistics [NCES], 2019), more than 855,000 had no training in online course development and
3

735,000 faculty had no online teaching experience before being forced online due to the COVID19 pandemic. Therefore, a huge majority of the 16.8 million undergraduates and 3 million
graduate students (NCES, 2019) in American colleges and universities were taught by faculty not
prepared for this required shift to the online modality.
This is not to say faculty did not do their best to transition during that difficult time, but it
is unrealistic to believe that faculty who had no online teaching or online course development
had the time or access to resources to help them adapt to the situation (much less in a timely
manner) or prepare their courses in their universities’ Learning Management Systems (LMS)
properly. In fact, the term “emergency remote learning” became popular since there was a
distinct difference between well-designed, pedagogically sound online courses with
knowledgeable teaching and the novel situation all faculty and students experienced in Spring
2020. Mohammed et al. (2020) define emergency remote learning “as a sudden interim shift of
instructional delivery to an online delivery mode as result of an immense catastrophe.” During
Spring 2020, faculty continued to teach their courses, pivot to the online modality to the best of
their ability and LMS knowledge, deal with the physical and emotional trauma of a pandemic,
and take care of their own families, including children who needed to complete their own
schoolwork online. In short, there was not enough time, training, or support for faculty to move
all course materials online in a coherent design.
Fall 2020 was just as difficult, if not more so, than the previous spring given the multiple
modalities universities required of their faculty. To determine the state of higher education and
faculty perceptions about the switch to online learning due to the pandemic, Every Learner
Everywhere (2020) and Tyton surveyed 3,641 faculty teaching in Fall 2020. According to their
4

study, both four-year private and four-year public institutions offered mostly online, highly
flexible, and hybrid courses with only 13% and 5%, respectively, taught face-to-face (see Table
2) (Every Learner Everywhere, 2020). The study, however, does not define what they mean by
the terms “online,” “highly flexible,” or “hybrid;” therefore, the respondents had to interpret the
question based on how their institutions define the terms, so these results may not fully represent
a shared understanding of the terms and would therefore affect the interpretation of the statistics.
This survey illustrates the extent with which universities utilized technology and held classes in
some online modality form, which complicated teaching and faculty course design.
Table 2: Numbers from Every Learner Everywhere Survey

Fall 2020
4-year private
(n=1040)
4-year public
(n=1543)

Fully Online

Highly Flexible

Hybrid

Face-to-face

20%

21%

47%

13%

27%

14%

53%

5%

Research shows that modality terms and definitions vary greatly, which causes confusion
and may have affected the results of the Every Learner Everywhere survey answers. For
example, blended learning (Bonk et al., 2006; Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Graham, 2006) and
hybrid learning (Caulfield, 2011; Hewett, 2013) have been defined as the combination of face-toface (f2f) physical instruction with online components resulting in a reduced seat time, meaning
physically being in the classroom. This modality requires faculty to seamlessly incorporate
content and learning activities into both f2f and online environments as one educational
experience, and the pedagogical underpinnings are much different than either f2f or online
teaching. Some, however, believe that blended learning is separate from hybrid courses, where
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blended courses are fully online but include a synchronous as well as asynchronous components
(Power, 2008). Therefore, courses have no physical f2f seat time but could have synchronous
Zoom or Teams sessions, which could include lectures, use of Google Docs to facilitate
collaboration, or other computer mediated activities. To further complicate blended and hybrid
terms, other related terms are sometimes, albeit rarely, used including distributed learning
(Graham, 2006) and mixed-mode learning (O’Bryne & Pytash, 2015), the term used at s the
University of Central Florida, which functions as a hybrid/blended experience.
While these modalities all require some kind of physical face-to-face experience, fully
online courses could be synchronous (via Zoom or Teams) or asynchronous (with no meeting
time allowing students to move through modules at their own pace, generally weekly). Highly
flexible courses could be a mix of teaching in person with Zoom, reduced seat time, or split (half
the class meets one day while the other half meets the other day). Synchronous online
experiences are those where students and faculty can be face-to-face within the online
environment utilizing technology such as Google Hangouts and Skype (Peters, 2014), which
allow for a high-fidelity experience like face-to-face environments (Graham, 2006).
Asynchronous online experiences, on the other hand, include the use of discussion boards
(Caulfield, 2011; Warnock, 2009), blogs and social media (Norberg et al., 2011), and email to
interact student-to-student and instructor-to-student. This type of interaction is flexible but has a
time lag (Hewett, 2013), so if a student has an emergency or an important question that needs to
be answered, that student may not get immediate feedback from the instructor. Other technology
that facilitates collaboration and computer-mediated learning includes Slack, Discord, GroupMe,
WhatsApp, and even Snap Chat messages. These types of technology may facilitate more active,
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timely feedback and communication, but they require additional work on the instructors’ part in
terms of their own learning and in setting up. As will be shown in the Results section, faculty
determined that Canvas does not offer timely communication and collaboration affordances, so
they searched for other technologies that allowed them connect with their students.
Ultimately, each educational institution chose which modalities they offered students and
how those modalities functioned (i.e. synchronously, asynchronously, some face-to-face
meetings, etc.), and faculty had to design their courses in those modalities to the best of their
abilities. Additionally, faculty members may have taught multiple modalities of the same courses
in the same semester, which could have caused an increase in their workload and additional
stress since they had to design their courses in their institutions’ Learning Management System
(LMS) based on the required modality even if they had no previous experience teaching that
modality. These institutional expectations and requirements forced faculty into uncomfortable
and difficult situations, especially for those who had no to little training in online pedagogy and
LMS functionalities.
These different modalities, however, were necessary for various reasons, such as
technology and broadband issues on campus as well as social distancing requirements, but what
is important is that faculty generally were pushed by their universities to use their LMS as much
as possible so course material could be located in a central area. Students needed access to
course content at any time and place regardless of the modality of the classes. To facilitate
access, faculty needed to upload all assignment guidelines, disseminate videos and other lecture
material, and create quizzes and discussion boards, and be mindful of navigation through the
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LMS. Doing so allowed fully online, remote (online students in split or hybrid courses), isolated
(due to Covid testing, waiting for results, or possible exposure), and quarantined (positive Covid
test) students equal access to content. Because of the multiple course modalities, fears of Covid19, required use of the LMS, which will be explored in-depth in the next sub-section, and the
need to design courses in the LMS’s educational interfaces despite the lack of time and
sometimes training, faculty were strained to their limits as will be shown in the Results section of
this dissertation.

Learning Management Systems
Learning Management Systems are digital platforms that allow for computer mediated
learning and “automate… the administration, tracking, and reporting of training events”
including content development, access, and dissemination (Ellis, 2009). Originally, LMSs were
used by faculty to share their course materials, but with the increase in multimedia, LMSs allow
for the inclusion of “visual and auditory elements…in course content” as well as collaborative
activities (Sulun, 2018). There are several different Learning Management System platforms
such as Blackboard, Sakai, Moodle, and Canvas. They all have different functionalities and
allow education to continue regardless of modality, but they force faculty to design and teach
their courses in ways afforded by the LMS. For example, Blackboard allows faculty to create a
column in the grade book without having to create a separate assignment, but Canvas does not.
Both, however, allow teaching in one form or another to continue online.
There are many positives to using Learning Management Systems as a central focal point
for course material. For example, faculty can upload syllabi, major assignments, quizzes, and
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discussion board assignments (Warnock, 2009) in one place so that all students have access.
LMSs help both students and faculty keep track of content and can be used across multiple types
of devices, such as cell phones (Griffin & Minter, 2013) as well as tablets, laptops, and desktops.
LMSs provide structure, which helps “students feel more comfortable” (Snart, 2010, p 108)
through the ease of navigation (Borgemenke et al., 2013; Warnock, 2009). Although the
organization of a class site “somewhat” depends on the functionality of the LMS itself, content
can be organized as module or categorical (Caulfield, 2011) segments depending on the course
and the content within that course. For example, weekly modules can be created to allow for a
step-by-step organization of materials, or courses can be designed by thematic or genre
categories as determined by the faculty. Additionally, the LMS helps students connect with one
another and with the faculty, which is “crucial for student success” (Snart, 2010, p.115)
especially through the use of collaboration tools such as Groups. LMSs provide “portals to class
information, forums for discussion, quizzes, activity content, personalized learning plans, chat
rooms, wikis, and more” (Peters, 2014). As such, LMSs have become online “classrooms” where
faculty provide necessary discipline and course specific content for students. Designing a
pedagogically sound course, including assignment guidelines, content pages, and clear
navigation, takes a significant amount of time, thought, and training to do well, and faculty are
led to believe that the use of an LMS benefits them as instructors and the students as learners
since all course material can be warehoused in one place.
Despite the many positives, there are negatives to using LMSs. First, although Learning
Management Systems are adequate for content distribution and other tasks associated with
teaching and learning, such as quiz assessments, their interfaces are “fragmented” (Abdous,
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2013), with pathways and content lacking continuity when faculty don’t know how to design
clearly navigable courses. They are sometimes difficult to use or don’t have necessary
affordances, which are the tools and allowances provided by the technology, that prevent faculty
from easily designing their content in the LMS or converting existing material for online
implementation. For example, supplemental technology such as Screencast-o-matic, which
allows for screen sharing while recording, can be used to translate face-to-face lectures for online
implementation, as many LMSs do not have the same capabilities causing frustration and
confusion. Faculty rarely realize that learning how to design an online course based on online
pedagogical principles and best practices is different than learning how to utilize the affordances
of an LMS, the functional technical knowledge. In other words, learning how to chunk
information in small segments is different from learning how to utilize the rubric tool in the
LMS.
Second, not all people believe that LMSs are beneficial. For example, in “Reading the
LMS against the Backdrop of Critical Pedagogy,” Sean Michael Morris (n.d.) states that he does
not believe that the LMS is a useful or productive tool for learning. Its structure and
infrastructure are too deeply biased by a ‘scientific’ approach to teaching. It is built upon
research and best practices, and its aim is the collection of data, the control of student
behavior, and the production of narratives of power. (p. 100)
He argues that the design of LMSs is inherently problematic through the control of faculty
teaching, student learning, and the gathering of data uploaded to the system. Morris helped to
develop a teaching framework called Critical Digital Pedagogy, which focuses on an equal
distribution of power in the classroom and an awareness of the negative effect of technology on
faculty and students. Morris is concerned that the technology encourages the “banking” system
of education as argued by Freire (1994 [1968]), where education has become an oppressive
10

system when faculty deposit “contents” into students. Such concerns about technology, power,
and pedagogy have continued. In 1991, Hawisher and Selfe argued that technology “embod[ies]
society's values… [and] perpetuate[s] those values currently dominant within our culture and our
educational system” (p. 55). Those who create and code the technology have control over the
those who use the technology and how that technology is used. There is a power dynamic that is
inherently embedded in the technology and is invisible to users. More often than not, faculty use
technology without questioning the platform, the coding, or the underlying assumptions
embedded in it. However, faculty need to critically consider the power dynamics, effects
technology has and/or causes, and “negative pedagogical consequences that could occur”
(Hawisher & Selfe, 1991) in their technologically mediated classes. To combat the invisible
power structure that permeates educational technology, Stommel (2014) believes “that open and
networked educational environments must not be merely repositories of content. They must be
platforms for engaging students and teachers as full agents of their own learning.” All of these
scholars recognize the impact that technology, and specifically the LMS, has on students,
pedagogy, and faculty due to underlying power dynamics coded directly into the platforms.

Canvas
This dissertation will focus on Canvas, which was launched in 2011 by Brian Whitmer
and Develin Daley, who were graduate students at Brigham Young University, through their
company Instructure (“Our Company Story,” 2021) and is a medium through which faculty can
act as designers, teachers, and facilitators. Canvas is also a rhetorical agent of its own as the
platform is designed in specific ways, which induce and exclude possible pedagogical and design
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choices. In this way, Canvas acts upon faculty by forcing its limited choices on them. Lynch and
Kinsella (2013) argue, “the heart of both rhetoric and technology is about agency— how we use,
shape, and deny agency, etc.” Canvas’ capabilities, tools, and (lack of) adaptability and
transparency, individually and collectively, affect instructors’ abilities to shape the online
learning environment for students through the control it imposes. The “hidden” and “visible”
affordances, which will be thoroughly defined in Chapter 2, impact the ability to use the
technology (Berry, 2011), meaning that faculty can use Canvas insofar as its programming
allows. If faculty are not aware of its affordances and constraints (and often they are not), they
cannot adequately design their courses or they become stressed and overworked in trying to
figure out the technology rather than focusing on teaching their students discipline-specific
content. Conversely, if users understand and can utilize the affordances of specific technologies,
“it sheds light on what [they] can leverage or resist in achieving their goals” (boyd, 2014, p. 1011). Although boyd does not discuss educational technologies, her assessment of leveraging or
resisting affordances can be applied to educational technologies. For example, understanding
Canvas’ functionalities and affordances (or lack thereof) can save faculty time and energy since
faculty can devise workarounds or actively engage the affordances for their and their students’
benefit.
Additionally, Canvas is an educational interface, “an enabling artifice... [and] a cultural
construct” (Brammall, 2000, p. 77), whereby instructors and students try to make sense of the
learning environment and the educational materials designed in that environment. For example,
Canvas’ faculty facing interface is a cultural construct and uses typographic terms and metaphors
based on Microsoft’s Word functionalities, such as I for italics, B for bold, or an icon of paper
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for documents which are easily recognizable by users. The interface itself, however, is “always a
process or a translation” (Galloway, 2012, p. 33) as a boundary between user and the screen, the
screen and the software, the code behind the software, and human-readable code and machinereadable code. Each interface interprets or processes content, language, and action into effects
(Galloway, 2012) affecting the design of the interface and the interpretation of content at each
boundary. Canvas’ interface is one such boundary: between the instructor and the student, the
instructor/student and the instructional material, and the software and the instructor/student.
When faculty design their courses in Canvas, the interface becomes the buffer between the
instructor, students, and material, a “mode of representation” (Galloway, 2012, p. 39) of the
learning material, the classroom, and student/teacher interaction, functioning as a “dynamic
space” (Drucker, 2011) that changes based on interpretation from the individual student or
faculty. In other words, the instructor is separated from Canvas, the course material, and the
student because of a faculty facing-interface. Additionally, there are multiple interfaces within
the technology including codes and algorithms. On the other end of the technology, students are
separated from Canvas, the course material, and the instructor because of a student-facing
interface. At each level, translation of content occurs.
Through this representation of content, the faculty-facing interface can either impede or
enhance instructor action, including design of the material through the text, graphic layout, and
scaffolding of purpose and content, through the affordances and constraints of the platform. The
design of these interfaces illustrate what Brooke (2009) calls an “ecology[y] of rhetorical
practice, where the canons overlap, intermingle, and combine, sometimes as a direct result of our
choices and sometimes despite them.” (p. xiii). At one level, Canvas’ educational faculty-facing
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interface prevents faculty from making rhetorical choices, such as the inability to delete or move
the left side toolbar which may not be needed or wanted. At the second level, faculty are given
the ability to make changes, such as hiding tools on the toolbar. The choices faculty make or
cannot make when designing their educational interfaces based on the affordances of the
technology reflect not only their own rhetorical practices but those of Instructure and what the
company deems necessary or appropriate.

Significance
Given the heavy reliance on Canvas to act as a boundary and translation of the online
learning environment, especially during the pandemic in 2020, this dissertation analyzes faculty
perceptions of the affordances and constraints of Canvas’ educational interface, specifically
Pages and Assignments, which are the main avenues for constructing content in the LMS, and
whether these affordances and constraints added to faculty workload and stress during the
pandemic as faculty designed their courses. As Lev Manovich (2016) states in Software Takes
Command, we should investigate
how software appears to users - i.e. what functions it offers to create, share, reuse, mix,
create, manage, share and communicate content, the interfaces used to present these
functions, and assumptions and models about a user, her/his needs, and society encoded
in these functions and their interface design. (p. 29, emphasis in original)
Although Manovich never uses the words affordances nor constraints, he is clearly focused on
what the software and the interfaces allow users to do. The “functions it offers” are the
affordances that allow users to act, manipulate, remix, share, and create content while using
technology. There is a difference, however, between the affordances that allow for action and
whether a user knows how to leverage those affordances in order to act. Between the two is an
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overlapping and sometimes blurred grey area- a boundary or interface, if you will, which must be
investigated because not only does student education depend on that grey area but so does
faculty workload and stress, especially during these unprecedented times.
Faculty experiences in interacting with software is shaped by the software. Therefore, this
dissertation investigates how instructors in higher education leveraged the affordances in
designing their Pages and Assignments in Canvas and how they navigated the constraints
imposed on them by the platform to shed light on the power dynamic between software and
faculty and the effects that power dynamic had on faculty. Through this investigation and
analysis of the data, the dissertation fills the gap in research about the power and affordances in
educational interfaces, specifically Canvas, and determines the extent with which that power
affects faculty design decisions, workload, and stress levels specifically during 2020 pandemic
hit. This research adds to the limited body of knowledge on educational technology affordances
and interface and course design. It also forms a convergence of concepts including Critical
Digital and Crisis/Resilience Pedagogies to build multiple teaching cycles that culminate with
the Pandemic Teaching Cycle and development of a new educational affordance taxonomy to
help explain what occurred when all faculty moved online.
Essentially, this dissertation answers Critical Digital Pedagogy’s, as discussed in the
previous section, call to be critical of our teaching and the technology that is used in the
classroom and in online educational environments, as discussed in the LMS section in this
chapter. As Stommel (2014) says,
We are better users of technology when we are thinking critically about the nature and
effects of that technology. What we must do is work to encourage students and ourselves
to think critically about new tools (and, more importantly, the tools we already use). And
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when we’re looking for solutions, what we most need to change is our thinking and not
our tools.
Such analysis is difficult under the best of circumstances and even more so during a pandemic,
but educators need to question and reflect on their pedagogy, use of technology, and the impact
the technology has on students. The research in this dissertation discovers how faculty designed
their courses in Canvas and how this affected their workload and stress levels during 2020, but
given the pandemic is now in a new and frightening phase and faculty are moving back into
physical classrooms, faculty need to change their thinking and use of technology yet again. By
looking back at 2020, faculty can better understand how to move forward in 2021.

Research Questions
The affordances and constraints embedded in Canvas give the platform power over
faculty as they designed their courses for online implementation during the pandemic of 2020,
which affected their workload and stress levels. Given the lack of research about Canvas, the
effect of the pandemic on faculty, and how they designed their online courses in Pages and
Assignments, this dissertation investigated the following three research questions:
•

RQ1: In what ways did the affordances and constraints in Canvas’ Pages and
Assignments impact instructors’ course design and development of course
materials during the pandemic in 2020?

•

RQ2: What are the implications when faculty were constrained by or unaware of
Canvas’ affordances in Pages and Assignment when they designed courses during
the pandemic in 2020?

•

RQ3: In what ways do the affordances and constraints in Pages and Assignments
affect faculty workload and stress levels during the pandemic in 2020?
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Chapter Descriptions
This dissertation includes six chapters, including this Introduction, and this section will
give a brief overview of each of the following chapters with the main arguments to help clarify
the overall organization.
Chapter Two, the Literature Review, explores Critical Digital and Crisis/Resilience
Pedagogies and Interface and Affordance theories, which will help to provide a deeper
understanding of the original research presented in this dissertation. The four theories presented
will be connected to show how they relate to one another to ultimately build a convergent
theoretical framework. The chapter opens with background information about Critical Digital
Pedagogy which argues that faculty need to analyze the digital tools they use in the classroom, so
they are aware of the power dynamics that underly the technology. Crisis/Resilience Pedagogy
focuses on external and internal forces that affect learning, which is especially important during
a pandemic. These learning theories will be narrowed to focus more specifically on Interface
theory which will be defined as the boundaries between technology and users and how that
interface affects the user and translation of content. Moving more deeply into the technology,
Affordance theory, which are the functionalities that the interface allows users, will be explored,
and specifically Educational Affordances will illustrate the ways in which faculty use technology
in their classes. This Literature Review will provide the basis for development of a new
convergent framework which will be explained in the Discussion chapter.
Chapter Three, the Research Methods, describes the research design for this study, which
consisted of two phases. Phase one of the study included a Qualtrics survey disseminated to
undergraduate faculty via two Facebook groups, Pandemic Pedagogy and Higher Education
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Society for Stressed Professors, which is a purposive sampling since all respondents were
educators who moved online during the pandemic. Phase two included interviews of 11 faculty
along with observations of their course design during Zoom sessions. These faculty were chosen
based on their varied demographic backgrounds.
Chapter Four, the Results, provides the results of the data collected from the survey, the
interview, and observations, which are organized thematically: Support and Training, Course
Design and Canvas, and Workload and Stress. This chapter proves that although the majority of
faculty in this study had training prior to the pandemic, many still did not have content uploaded
to Canvas and were unprepared for the shift to the online modality. The data also shows that
faculty continued to work during the summer by taking training and designing their courses
rather than taking the summer off as they normally would which greatly affected their stress
levels.
Chapter Five, the Discussion, analyzes the data through the convergence of Critical
Digital and Crisis/Resilience Pedagogies and Interface and Affordance Theories. The data shows
that the majority of respondents had online teaching experience and some training prior to the
pandemic in either online pedagogy or Canvas specifically, but all faculty struggled during the
pandemic to design their courses. Faculty workload and stress fluctuated through the year, but
was highest at the beginning of the pandemic due mostly to time constraints. They were less
stressed and overwhelmed during the summer when they had more time to take additional
training and design their courses, and they leveraged more Canvas affordances and overcame
constraints of the platform by using outside technology to help them facilitate their courses.
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Chapter Six, the Conclusion, first builds a theoretical framework merging the four
theories into a Pandemic Teaching Cycle and uses it as a lens through which to draw conclusions
from the data. It also provides a new educational affordance taxonomy that can be used to
explain faculty action as they designed their courses in Canvas during the pandemic since current
taxonomies don’t fully explain what faculty do while designing courses. Additionally, this
chapter looks to the future since the pandemic has become more contagious and faculty are being
required to move back into physical classrooms, and provides additional research questions for
future research based on the Pandemic Teaching Cycle.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
This literature review will synthesize texts focused on Critical Digital Pedagogy,
Crisis/Resilience Pedagogy, Interface Theory, and Affordance Theory to form a convergent
framework, laying a foundation for this study, which determines how the affordances in
Canvas’s educational interface affected faculty workload and stress when they designed courses
in Pages and Assignments during the pandemic in 2020. Faculty needed to leverage affordances
and overcome constraints imposed on them by the technology when designing their courses
during an extremely difficult year. This literature review will first define and explore the
underlying arguments in Critical Digital Pedagogy, which argues that educators should analyze
the technology they use in the classroom because it changes the way content is taught to
students. Pre-COVID faculty may have had resources, such as time and institutional support, to
critically analyze technology that facilitated their teaching. However, doing so during times of
crisis, such as COVID-19, potentially adds to faculty workload and stress, especially if they have
not had training or experience. Understanding Critical Digital and Crisis/Resilience Pedagogies,
however, provide a basis for and a contextualization of faculty design choices that are
sustainable regardless of disruption and types of technology by providing students agency,
support, and understanding.
After laying a pedagogical foundation, the literature review will move more deeply into
technology by exploring Interface and Affordance theories. Interface Theory, and specifically
Educational Interfaces Theory, is necessary since interfaces are the boundaries between students,
faculty, technology, code, and discipline-specific material. The ways in which faculty design in
those interfaces affect the ways in which students understand course material. Since the
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affordances of interfaces control and constrain what users can do in the technology, the third
section in this chapter will explore Affordances Theory leading to Technological Affordances
and more specifically Educational Affordances, which deal specifically with teaching and
learning.
Although there are several studies investigating LMSs (Abdous, 2013; Croitoru & Dinu,
2016; Pretorius & Biljon 2010; Wang, 2013) and many explore affordances of technology
(Bower, 2008; Norman, 1999; Zhang, 2014), none examine the affordances and constraints of
Canvas’s educational interface and how instructors designed their course material with and in
spite of them, and work does not yet exist on how doing so added to their workload and stress
levels during the global COVID-19 pandemic of 2020, which affected teaching and learning at
all levels. Therefore, this dissertation will fill a significant gap in the research.

Critical Digital Pedagogy
This section of the literature review will explore texts that explain the theoretical
underpinnings of Critical Pedagogy, Critical Digital Pedagogy, and Crisis/Resilience Pedagogy
which will be the foundation for this study. Critical pedagogy is a form of teaching that reshapes
and disrupts traditional teacher-centered education in favor of a student-focused, recursive,
redistributed, equalized, exciting educational experience which emancipates learners and
transforms the pedagogical process to a democracy. This idea is further defined in Critical
Digital Pedagogy which recognizes how technology programs and platforms and the use of that
technology influences and changes the ways in which faculty interact with students and the
power that students do and do not have. Finally, Crisis/Resilience Pedagogical underpinnings
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will be examined to contextualize teaching during the COVID-19 pandemic since its
fundamental argument centers on internal and external factors that affect learning.

Critical Pedagogy
Critical pedagogy is a student focused praxis based on the theories from Paulo Freire
(1994), bell hooks (1994), and Henry A. Giroux (2020). As stated in the introduction of this
dissertation, Freire (1994) argues that traditionally, the education of adults and children is a
“banking system” where teachers “deposit” content and knowledge into the student who then
“receive[s], memorize[s], and repeat[s]” (p. 53). In essence, the teacher “narrates” content to the
students who “memorize mechanically.” (p. 53). In his digital Hybrid Pedagogy article, Stommel
(2014) explains that
the banking model of education is part and parcel with efforts most clearly summed up in
the term dehumanization. The banking model of education is efficient in that it maintains
order and is bureaucratically neat and tidy. But efficiency, when it comes to teaching and
learning, is not worth valorizing. Schools are not factories, nor are learning or learners
products of the mill.
This “banking model” of teaching means that the instructor lectures at the front of the class and
the students listen and busily takes notes while they passively learn content. As a one-way model
of communication, students add no value or thoughtful input to either the dynamic of the
classroom or the content being discussed by the teacher. In other words, faculty dump
information into automatons that have no control over what, where, or how they learn. Because
of this, Freire believes that teachers are oppressors who have all of the power in the relationship
and do not engage in a dialogic relationship with students which prevents them from analyzing,
thinking, and having input into their own education. Instead, teachers should engage with
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students as “problem-posing educator[s]” (Stommel, 2014, p. 62) to allow students to become
critical thinkers. Doing so, however, has been avoided historically and culturally.
Freire’s experience in studying Brazil’s oppressive system led to his scholarly work and
belief in education as being inherently political. He argues that education benefits the privileged
and marginalizes others due to social, economic, and political factors, and the privileged further
marginalize students to maintain the status quo. Teachers, instead, should use their power to
disrupt this status quo. Since teaching is political, teachers have the power to create “a better
society” through “informed action” and their pedagogical choices (Kincheloe, 2008, p. 70).
Educators need to understand their power and how it can be used to further marginalize those
who historically do not have a voice and then shift the dynamic in the classroom to a studentcentered, dialogic, reflective pedagogy which would benefit all students.
Freire’s revolutionary text and ideas influenced other educators, such as bell hooks
(1994), who felt that Freire was her “mentor and guide” through her search for “education as [a]
practice of freedom” (p. 6), but she went further to discover the excitement and joy which can be
found in the classroom. hooks calls it engaged pedagogy which combined Freire’s linkage of
“awareness with practice” to a holistic approach to pedagogy outlined by Thich Nhat Hanh (p.
14) with her feminist ideologies in an attempt to disrupt the status quo and promote a
multicultural, multivocal transformation in education. Thich Nhat Hanh believed in “mindful
mediation” which helps to increase teachers cognitive, physical, and emotional performances and
improves their relationships with students (Hanh & Weare, 2017). This idea is important in that
it recognizes the need for faculty to reflect on their own beliefs and feelings in order to connect
with students on a deeper level. hooks thought it was impossible to separate feminist pedagogy
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from Freire’s pedagogical ideology of democratizing education and Hanh’s holistic approach.
Ultimately, she calls “for teachers to teach in a manner that works to transform consciousness
and creates an atmosphere of open expression that is the mark of emancipatory education”
(Kincheloe, 2008, p. 84). Through her engaged pedagogical approach, teachers need to first be
aware of their own bias and oppressive teaching techniques and refocus their energy on
encouraging students to take part in their own learning both about themselves as critical thinkers
and their place in the world regardless of discipline. Although humanities or communication
courses tend to be more discussion based, other disciplines such as the sciences, math, and
business would benefit from an engaged pedagogical approach to teaching through multiple
means of representing content, group work, and project based learning, which would allow for
emancipatory, democratized education. Such an approach is difficult to achieve, especially
during a pandemic as will be shown in the results of this dissertation.
Giroux’s (2020) ideas are very much in line with those of hooks in that he believes
classrooms should be student-centered and faculty should be aware of the unequal power
distribution in education. He contextualizes the emancipation/disenfranchisement dichotomy in
the Trump era, arguing that critical pedagogy
addresses the democratic potential of engaging how experience, knowledge, and power
are shaped in the classroom in different and often unequal context, and how teacher
authority might be mobilized against dominate pedagogical practices as part of the
practice of freedom. (p. 3)
“Dominate pedagogical practices” refer to the traditional way of teaching where the teacher is
the authoritarian power in the classroom imparting information to students as one way
communication as stated earlier regarding Freire’s “banking model” of teaching. Giroux argues
that education as a possibility is both a place of empowerment and disempowerment whereby
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teachers can “dominat[e] and emanicpat[e]” their students depending on their pedagogical
choices (Kincheloe, 2008, p. 78). “Possibility” indicates Giroux’s belief in choices. Teachers can
choose to be the authoritarian in the classroom “dominating” their students, or they can choose to
step back and allow students to have agency in their own learning which would “emancipate”
them.
Building on ideas from Freire, this would include creating a student-centered pedagogy
where students have power to ask questions and seek their own answers, but using Critical
Pedagogy in discipline specific courses could look different. Since Giroux also focused on
cultural studies by “rais[ing] questions of justice, liberty, and equality” and the intersection of
education and pedagogy (Kincheloe, 2008, p. 80), some studies focus on the intersection of
discipline specific material, justice, and equality. For example, Algebra teachers have engaged in
Critical Pedagogy through a social justice lens in their teaching. Stinsen et al. (2012) found that
framing their subject matter in a context that their students could understand gave a deeper
meaning to the discipline specific material and allowed students to become active learners. The
two faculty members who took part in the study have come to “actively seek and encourage
critical connections with other disciplines. They continue to use the tenets of critical pedagogy in
planning curricula, developing classroom environments, and establishing channels of
communication with students and colleagues” (p. 90). In the classroom, faculty make choices
that affect all areas of student learning, and they should choose ways in which students learn how
to navigate a world of inequality by disrupting power dynamics regardless of discipline.
Freire’s, hooks’, and Giroux’s arguments lead to a recognition that faculty may not know
how to dismantle the traditional classroom. To help with this, Kincheloe (2008) believes teachers
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need critical teacher education to help them learn new skills and help students become critical
thinkers and the world to become equitable. He points out that teachers often teach the books that
are written by people in power which further oppresses marginalized students. Teachers need to
understand the “multiple contexts in which education takes place and the plethora of forces
shaping the process” (p. 111). Critical teachers should analyze their students’ needs, the
communities in which they teach, and their discipline specific material, which Kincheloe says is
a “highly difficult” and “profoundly sophisticated task” (p. 118). Becoming a critical teacher
requires a significant amount of time, patience, awareness, and determination, and including
technology in this mix makes it even more difficult. Additionally, as Kincheloe points out,
teachers also need education, or training, which would help them to become more critical,
student-centered teachers. This is especially true in higher education where faculty are mostly
subject matter experts and may lack pedagogical knowledge and access to training as will be
shown in the Results section of this dissertation.

Critical Digital Pedagogy
Based on Critical Pedagogy, Critical Digital Pedagogy is the inquiry into deep, insightful,
reflective teaching and learning strategies using technology and focusing on student agency. The
theory stresses the acknowledgment and disruption of systemic power dynamics that oppress,
marginalize, and erase both student and faculty voices and needs. In 2011, Jesse Stommel and
Pete Rorabaugh launched a digital journal called Hybrid Pedagogy (“Hybrid Pedagogy,” 2021)
which focuses on Critical Digital Pedagogy developed through their exploration and analysis of
texts based on Critical Pedagogical theorists such as those mentioned in the previous section.
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They added the digital component to account for the ways in which teaching and learning occurs
in reality due to technological advances, however. Stommel (2014) questions how “Critical
Pedagogy translates into digital spaces” and how technological platforms enforce and reinforce
the traditional banking of knowledge in education. In this model, the teacher is the authoritarian
in the classroom or online space and uses technology as a way to fortify the one-way model of
communication. Here the teacher provides discipline specific content via an LMS, YouTube, or
another technology which the student then ingests. He argues, however, that “Digital pedagogy
demands that we think critically about our tools, demands that we reflect actively upon our own
practice” (Stommel, n.d. p. 31). In using technology in the classroom, educators have a
responsibility to analyze why and how it is used in addition to reflecting on the effect the
technology will have on their own pedagogy, the students’ ability to learn course content, and
how students become critical thinkers and vocal participants in their own learning.
In effect, Stommel and Rorabaugh combine Critical Pedagogy with Digital Pedagogy.
Digital Pedagogy is “a pedagogical practice that makes use of digital tools, platforms, and
methods and that both shapes and is shaped by emerging digital ecosystems” (Davis et al., 2020).
Digital Pedagogy requires that faculty critically consider the technology they use and change
their analog pedagogical practices since teaching in the two different environments is not the
same. Technology inherently changes the way that teachers teach and students learn. Therefore,
Critical Digital Pedagogy focuses on the humans who use the technology in teaching and
learning: both faculty and students. Whereas the banking system of education dehumanizes,
Critical Digital Pedagogy focuses on rehumanizing education while using digital teaching tools.
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As stated in the Introduction to this dissertation, COVID-19 forced all educators, Kcollege, into online spaces to help stem the spread of the illness, and educators were forced to
use educational technology, specifically Learning Management Systems, to facilitate student
learning. Critical Digital Pedagogy argues that as with any technology, Learning Management
Systems (LMSs) have positives and negatives that need to be critically analyzed in order to
determine the ways in which the platforms inform teaching practices. LMSs have allowed for
student/teacher interaction and learning to take place logistically since the technology “enables
synchronous (at the same time) and asynchronous (not at the same time) interaction between
members of a class” (Rorabaugh, 2012), but it is also a “capitalist structure that participates in
the idea that education is about production” (Morris, n.d., p. 97) with an underlying purpose to
collect data, “control…student behavior,” produce power narratives (Morris, n.d., p 100), and
“manage learning” (Morris, 2017). As an acknowledgement of that unequal power dynamic,
educators should collaborate with other faculty and engage in professional development to
critically understand and utilize technology in their classes (Baroud & Dharamshi, 2020). This,
however, was close to impossible during Spring 2020.

Crisis-Resilience Pedagogy
Even before COVID-19, education has been interrupted by tragedy. These tragedies
ranged between personal loss for individuals to national tragedies like mass shootings or natural
disasters that affect thousands of people. Such crises affect learning and cause student anxiety
and stress (Chick, 2013). After the September 11th, 2001, World Trade Center terrorist – one of
the most emotional and profound disruptions to education - Huston and DiPetro (2007), studied
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faculty and student responses to determine which faculty responses students felt were most
helpful. They recognized that faculty did not get guidance from administrators on how to deal
with the tragedy or how to continue the education of students, but they argue that such support is
“crucial” especially since often faculty don’t know what to do or to say about the event. They
believe that all faculty should address student concerns and provide additional support within the
classroom. Although they do not make explicit recommendations on what faculty can do or say
to help students, Chick (2013) does, stating faculty should take a moment of silence, mind
student cognitive load, assign relevant activities or materials, and facilitate a discussion. In this
way, faculty would be supporting students beyond the discipline-specific material similar to
critical pedagogy. Although neither Chick nor Huston and DiPetro directly call for a shift in
pedagogy, they recognize the effect tragedies have on faculty, students, and education, which is a
precursor to Crisis-Resilience Pedagogy.
Crisis-Resilience Pedagogy (CRP) calls into question the context of the educational
experience. Just as Freire, as discussed in the Critical Pedagogy section of this chapter, argues
that education is affected by social, economic, and political factors, CRP focuses on how crises
and trauma also affect education. Chow et al. (2021) argue for a change in pedagogy to one of
resilience that combines multiple and “innovative” learning pedagogies to help students succeed
during educational interruptions due to pandemics, social unrest, natural disasters, and other
issues. They believe resilience is the ability to adapt to situations and adversity, to problemsolve, and to be creative in the face of difficulties. They developed a four-part model to define
characteristics of crisis resilience pedagogy:
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1) challenges (Covid-19 and other natural disasters): focused on the physical, which
could lead to a disengagement of learning because they have to adapt to a new way of
learning;
2) objectives (flexible, sustainable, recoverable): flexibility in faculty expectations,
methods of teaching, and communication with students which can be sustained during
any eventuality which could affect learning;
3) attributes (adaptable, creative, connective): sharing of teaching tools and ideas with
other faculty;
4) stakeholders (teachers, students, administrators)
Like Critical Digital Pedagogy, Crisis-Resilience Pedagogy argues that the traditional model of
teaching is teacher focused, inflexible, and unsustainable in multiple situations and modalities.
Chow et al.’s CRP model, however, does not seem to acknowledge the mental and emotional
tolls that crises have on faculty and students alike and focuses on only the continuation of
learning. This gap will be filled through the analysis in this dissertation.
A vital component of education during a crisis, such as a pandemic or wild fires, is
understanding that physical barriers create mental and emotional barriers. Jumping from
challenges to objectives without a mediating step, as Chow advocates, ignores the internal
barriers that both faculty and students experience. Additionally, this model does not
acknowledge the lack of online, technology, or learning platform experience. Instead, “Teachers
can come up with creative ways of teaching using these tools. The use of creativity pedagogies
enhances flexibility in teaching and learning” (Chow et al., 2021, p. 386). Chow obviously
assumes that faculty members have the pedagogical, and even technical, knowledge of how to do
that and the cognitive bandwidth, time, and emotional fortitude to be creative or investigate new
practices, the difficulties of which will be reviewed in the Results chapter of this dissertation.
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Two authors from the Chow et al. (2021) study also took part in writing King et al.’s
(2021) “Rethinking Engineering Education: Policy, Pedagogy, and Assessment” in an attempt to
further clarify and explore CRP. They believe that CRP “highlights and integrates important
attributes such as adaptability, creativity, connectivity, diversity, and endurance into pedagogical
components for effective teaching and learning.” They argue that online teaching is the
intersection of three components: 1) the what, which is the discipline specific content; 2) the
outcomes, which is assessment; and 3) the how, which is crisis-resilience pedagogy. This model
is quite similar to Chow et al. (2021); however, Chow uses a more umbrella-like term of
“attributes” which includes three of these concepts. In this way, King et al. (2021) are trying to
drill down more deeply into how faculty can design courses to help students continue their
education rather than focusing on challenges that may occur or objectives that should be attained
through courses. The application of this model of CRP focuses on student learning as the main
goal despite any type of interruption where the teacher “encourage[s] students to adopt a
personalized learning approach and take the initiative to learn even when face-to face classrooms
are unavailable.” They recommend that faculty design their courses as “micromodules” to allow
students to adjust their learning path and pace. As with any course, even micromodules require
significant time and technical knowledge to develop. These authors do not explain what they
mean by micromodules or how to design them.
Some authors focus solely on resilience rather than combining it with crisis. According to
Masland (2021), resilient pedagogy acknowledges the causality among resilient course design,
fulfillment of student needs, and student engagement. Resilient course design includes thoughtful
course organization, instructional strategies, and assessment. If these are adequately achieved,
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they will lead to the fulfillment of student needs including competence, autonomy, and
relatedness. If those needs are fulfilled, then students will engage with the material behaviorally,
cognitively, and emotionally leading to meaningful learning. This model is different than the
previous studies discussed in that it fully acknowledges student agency as well as emotional
components of learning and provides concrete steps faculty can take to ensure their courses
illustrate such pedagogy. In this way, Masland educates faculty on how to achieve a resilient
pedagogy, which is often missing from such conversations. This pedagogy is insightful and
complex and requires faculty to understand the connection between teaching methods and course
design options that benefit students by providing scaffolding, and assignment and assessment
options which can be continued regardless of course interruption. It is also similar to Critical
Digital Pedagogy since it argues for a student-centered approach to course design using
technology.
Some authors also focus on the crisis aspect of pedagogy rather than resilience, but the
underlying arguments are quite similar. Mintz (2020, Aug. 17) believes that there are 12
principles to crisis pedagogy including attentiveness and response, clarity, communication,
engagement, and flexibility, which are the most important within the classroom. Other principles
include referring students to outside support services for trauma among others that center on the
well-being of students but are not specific to discipline specific material or classroom
interactions. Essentially, these principles could function as directions to faculty on how they
should interact with students and calls for faculty to understand the factors that students face in
their everyday lives moving beyond just facilitation of course content. This understanding
requires a higher level of awareness and action by faculty in supporting students mental,
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emotional, and physical health, which impact student learning and success. Eliminating
“resilience” from the pedagogy description illustrates what Stommel (2021) calls a “point of
privilege” since pedagogy should always take into account the “gaps in our expectations, to wait
patiently, to lecture more quietly, to listen, to anticipate rather than accommodate, to offer a
flexible series of invitations.” Pedagogy should be focused on students through flexibility,
empathy, and communication in order to help them engage with the material. As both Critical
Pedagogy and Crisis-Resilience Pedagogy point out, political, economic, and even crisis/trauma
factors should be acknowledged and overcome through course design and teaching. These
pedagogical underpinnings are vital to successful course design and student learning, but theory
does not necessarily equate to faculty action for multiple reasons as will be explored in the
Results and Discussion sections of this dissertation.

Interface Theory
As discussed earlier, Critical Digital Pedagogy requires that educators examine the digital
tools with which they teach as will be done through this dissertation’s study. Since all encounters
with digital technology starts with the human-computer interface, the next section defines
Interface Theory moving more specifically into educational interfaces that directly affect
student/teacher interaction.

Interface
The interface has the power to control and prevent action possibilities, but interface has
been defined in various ways:
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•

a “momentarily situated encounter among users, machines, programmers,
cultures, and institutions” (Brooke, 2009, p. 42);

•

a translator or mediator between the software and hardware and the user (Johnson,
1997);

•

“enabling artifice” and “means of transferring information from elsewhere”
(Bramall, 2000, p. 74 );

•

“effects of other things,” (Galloway, 2012);

•

“a linguistic contact zone” and “non-innocent physical borders (between the
regular world and the virtual world), cultural borders (between the haves and the
have- nots), and linguistic borders (Selfe & Selfe, 1994, p. 495);

•

and, an intersection of any combination of hardware and software (Emerson,
2014).

These definitions illustrate the differences in matter and materiality, but at the heart of them all is
boundary and power which is a networked structure at once visible and invisible. The
separations, translations, effects, zones, and intersections reinforce Castells’ (2010) argument
that technological power dynamics exist between corporations, governments, and individuals.
Such boundaries demand analysis in order to expose and if possible dismantle technological
power dynamics. Therefore, this dissertation will combine Johnson’s (1997), Bramall’s (2000),
and Galloway’s (2012) interface definitions by investigating the effect of the affordances and
constraints in Canvas’ Pages and Assignments in how they translate the transference of
educational information from the faculty to the technology.
The design and capabilities of the interface affects users and their ability to interact with
the technology. For example, “effective interface design enables a single user to navigate
intuitively through his or her documents and applications… [and] the outside world” (Johnson,
1997, p. 17-8). This effective interface design comes from the need to improve user experience
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through the inclusion of multimedia experiences, text alternatives, consistency, and flexibility
(Shneiderman & Plaisant, 2010). Originally, the graphic user interface was designed in 1984 by
Apple for the Macintosh (Manovich, 2002) and was a remediation of “video and other pictorially
representational practices such as photography, cartooning, and digital gaming” (Nakamura,
2008, p. 1), which helps users be more comfortable with the design of that interface. These
graphic interfaces illustrate a “corporate culture” (Selfe & Selfe, 1994) and generally
“separat[es] the user from his or her information” (Johnson, 1997, p 21). Graphic interfaces are
now much more visually complex than Macintosh’s original version. Visual complexity includes
the number and asymmetry of objects being displayed, their irregularity of shape, their
differences, their details, and their arrangement, and generally, users react positively to such
interface visual complexity (Lazard & Mackert, 2014). Essentially, users want aesthetically
pleasing interfaces that contain visual complexity, but not to the point of confusion where
finding information becomes impossible.
Although this is true, both becoming comfortable with and reacting positively to the
interface leads to complacency, and people often accept what is comfortable without questioning
the underlying issues of control. Companies, such as Microsoft and Apple, have the ability to
code the design of an interface and give the users the ability to make choices. Sometimes these
choices are evident, but sometimes they are not. These choices can be viewed as affordances
which will be discussed in the next section. Nakamura (2008) states,
internet users all engage with interfaces over which they have more or less control,
experience more or less comfort or alienation, more or less immediateness, more or less
ability to create or produce, more or less investment in the interface’s content and forms
of representation. (p. 95-6)
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Her use of repetition in “more or less” for each concept illustrates a variation of power and
ability of individual users. Although Nakamura focuses on the ways in which interfaces
racialized bodies for various reasons, her argument highlights power dynamics in how
information is portrayed to a user and how that information enforces or reinforces existing
ideologies. This is especially true since “interfaces are the territory where the negotiation of
meanings between the producers of the digital resource and the user takes place. However, they
are complex and fragile objects” (Pierazzo, 2015, p. 187), where “our behaviors and actions take
place” (Drucker, 2011, p. 9). The interface, on the one hand, allows users to make choices in
terms of content generation or design, and, on the other, prevents users from having total control
over what they can do because of coding, algorithms, and assumptions embedded in the
technology. Control is granted to users by the interface and ultimately the companies that own
the software: it is provisional because the interface is designed in specific ways by the companies
that create them. Additionally, the control and design of the interface can be changed or updated
by the companies at any time and without notice, which also impacts users, as was the case in
Spring 2020 when Instructure updated Canvas and eliminated the embed media affordance on
the interface without warning. As a result, faculty could no longer easily embed media. Instead,
they either needed to hyperlink the URL or write the embed code in the HTML editor.
The design of the interface requires interpretation by the user, but this interpretation is
made more difficult due to the many layers of interfaces, including:
the operating system, a set of libraries of utilities, the web server, the browser, and so on;
all of these components are mutable, controlled by different entities, are available in
many versions, are competing against each other and present a set of reciprocal
compatibilities and prerequisites. (Pierazzo, 2015, p. 187)
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Interfaces are multilayered: the user and the screen, the screen and the software, the code behind
the software, machine readable code. The boundary between any of these interprets or processes
content, language, action into effects (Galloway, 2012). The interface multiplicity affects the
message given to the user, and the interface becomes information (Drucker, 2011). Companies
design interfaces in specific ways functioning as rhetorical devices. Just as graphics convey
information based on content, so do interfaces. At each boundary, interface multiplicity, the
information could be distorted in some way, such as in a complex, technological game of
“telephone” where the message changes in a small way which could be different from the
original message. Once a message is encoded or inputted into a computer, the receiver is wholly
responsible for the interpretation of the message at the other end, but since the message moves
through multiple interfaces, the effect may not be what the originator intended.
This interface multiplicity also highlights what is visible and what is not. The visible
affordances (which will be discussed in depth in the next section) of the interface allow users to
take action, but the invisible is the “an internal state which is generally withheld from view and
is often referred to as a ‘black box,’ indicating that it is opaque to the outside view” (Berry,
2011, p. 15). As Emerson (2014) points out, often the computing industry touts invisible
interfaces which keeps people from looking beneath the technological veil. She believes that
interfaces keep individuals from seeing the software, which in turn prevents users from looking
into the black-box, keeping users disempowered and prevents them from making choices.
Emerson asserts that if the human-computer interface is easy to use, then the human cannot
access or understand the flow of information or the inner mechanisms of the computer. The ease
of use lulls people into a false sense of security and complacency. Additionally, “the user has no
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way of knowing directly that their action has had the result they desired, except as reported on
the surface by the technical device” (Berry, 2011, p. 16). More importantly, though, users have
no control over “their data’s path” (Chun, 2006, p. 46), which means that users have no idea
where their information has gone. This is especially true in technologies such as Turnitin. Once
an instructor enables the Turnitin tool and a student uploads a paper, neither the instructor nor
the student knows where the paper goes, or how it is archived or used by Turnitin. Critical
Digital Pedagogy, as discussed in the previous section, demands that faculty ask questions and
investigate rather than accept technology at face value. Faculty need to critically analyze the
interface that separates them from the content and the content from the student.
One very important reason why such interfaces should be analyzed is because they
illustrate assumptions, ideologies, and what companies deem as important, as stated in the
Introduction. Selfe and Selfe (1994) argue that all interfaces reflect what is important to cultures,
and therefore more specifically companies, such as “racist, sexist, and colonial attitudes” (p.484).
They recognize that such ideologies, especially those from “predominantly male, white, middleclass, professional cultures associated with the military-industrial complex” (p. 486) make their
way into the classroom when faculty use technology to teach their courses. Without appropriate
analysis or interpretation of those interfaces, faculty may perpetuate the embedded ideologies
and further marginalize students. In this way, they are arguing for Critical Digital Pedagogy in
that faculty need to understand that technology and interfaces impact student learning, voices,
and ideologies, so they must use that technology appropriately and with full awareness of its
power so those negative assumptions are not perpetuated or reinforced in the classroom.

38

Unfortunately, not all faculty approach course design with such awareness as will be shown in
this study.

Educational Interface
One specific type of interface is an educational interface, which is designed for the
purpose of teaching, such as Learning Management Systems, and “can be thought of as elements
that assist the user, a learner, in the task of learning… [and] those that are specifically designed
to facilitate access to, and participation in, instruction and instructional support” (Lohr, 2000, p.
161). This means that any interface that facilitates learning can be considered an educational
interface. Interfaces that are used in education mostly focus on document design and
“transmitting information” rather than as tools that “stimulat[e] flexible thinking and adaptive
learning” (Oviatt, 2013, p. 29). This argument is reminiscent of Freire’s education “banking”
system which prevents students from being active participants in their own learning since the
technology is only giving information one way.
Educational interface design is the intersection of psychology, human computer
interaction, and learning sciences, including learning theory, which informs how instructors
design their courses to effectively teach students. How materials are created, scaffolded, and
displayed greatly impacts learners and improvement in efficiency, focusing on user needs,
supporting task completion, and appropriate use of tools should be integrated into the interface
design, but all of these must support the learning experience of students. The major difference in
educational interfaces is that its design of materials and interfaces need to take learning theory
into account as well, including behaviorism, which is focused on reinforcement and punishment;
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cognitivism, which focuses on how the mind learns; and, constructivism, which is the co-creation
of knowledge through collaboration (Peters, 2014). These faculty-facing educational interfaces
allow faculty to have control over the design and flexibility of their courses and content and
provide choices or paths that a faculty member can take. Ironically, faculty have control over
only one level of the educational interface- that which is given to them by the LMS designer.
A second educational interface is student-facing, which should support student learning
by being designed in a flexible, streamlined, and efficient way with a “logical sequencing of
selected learning material” and “allow[ing] learners to connect various activities to the same
module and understand their connectedness” (Abdous 2013, p. 9). As pointed out previously,
however, the multiplicity of the interface layers needs to be taken into account: the machinereadable code, human-readable code, and platform black-box. Faculty design in and input
content into the faculty-facing interface, but the design and content as portrayed on the studentfacing interface may create effects that faculty don’t envision and may confuse the student.
Therefore, both the faculty-facing interface and student-facing interface need to be considered,
so course content can be “flexibly structured,” “chunked,” with “consistent navigation” and a
“clean, efficient, and intuitive interface” (Abdous 2013, p. 10). For example, the chunking and
efficiency of the interface, and really of any educational technology, acknowledges that cognitive
overload needs to be avoided (Oviatt, 2013). In abiding by such rules of interface design and
expected conventions, navigability, usability, predictability, and clarity (Johnson, 1997) are
achieved and the learner can concentrate on the material “rather than focusing on how to access
the instructional content” (Lohr, 2000, p. 162), which means that students shouldn’t have to
struggle with how to use the LMS in order to learn the course material. Therefore, the faculty40

facing interface needs to be designed in a way that allows faculty to leverage its affordances and
overcome its constraints so they can design the student facing-interface clearly and logically.
This study examines the ways in which faculty achieve these goals.
Designing in Educational Interfaces
To help students succeed in online courses, educational interfaces must be designed in
ways that allow students to access and understand discipline specific course content. The use of
color, boxes, different sized fonts, groupings, and hyperlinks with minimal text allows students
to move through student facing interfaces more easily. According to Redish (2004), designers
need to understand how users find what they need, understand what they find, and then use that
information to design documents, and in this case interfaces. Essentially, designers need to
understand the rhetorical situation-including audience and context of use to organize content in
an “appropriate hierarchy for ease of navigating quickly to the right place” (p. 216). Information
should be “chunked into small pieces” and the pages should have content that is “clearly visible,
separable, and easily identified” (p. 216). Chunking content allows students time to learn and
review material (Warnock, 2009). For example, within the Modules link in Canvas, all content
for each writing assignment can be grouped together under one subheading so that students can
easily access assignment guidelines, student examples, and submission boxes. Additionally,
instructors have the ability to allow students to see only the tools that will be useful to them
thereby eliminating links that could be irrelevant. Although Redish focuses on general website
design, these concepts should be applied to the educational interface of Canvas as well. Given
that an instructor, who is generally the course designer, already knows who the intended
audience is (students), what they need to know (discipline specific content), and how they should
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use the information at a pedagogical level (achieving learning objectives as stated by universities
and departments through appropriate scaffolding of information), instructors should also apply
these design principles to Canvas’ educational interface.
Theoretical design arguments, such as Redish’s, have been applied in specific studies
regarding LMSs, which prove the need for adequate design; however, these design practices and
studies have not taken into account the nature of the systems or interfaces. Parlangeli et al.
(2011), for example, studied 223 high school students broken into six different groups where
three groups each interacted with the two different interfaces created by the researchers: one
usable, which followed design principles, and one difficult to use, which violated those
principles. The usable interface was built following design guidelines, such as visual design
(color, consistency), navigation (hyperlinked headings), accessibility (moderate
distractions/functional), interactivity (easy to access scroll bar), and effective learning design
(clear hierarchy) among other categories. They found that students who interacted with the
usable interface had higher learning scores than those who interacted with the difficult interface.
They argue that difficult to use interfaces “can erode cognitive resources that should be dedicated
to the tasks that the same interfaces should instead support” (p. 62). Erosion of cognitive
resources can prevent required learning by students which could prevent them from achieved
learning outcomes. This means that students who had to spend time figuring out where and how
to find necessary information were cognitively stressed which prevented them from adequately
learning the course content. Through the study, Parlangeli et al (2011) determine that design of
interfaces should decrease “informational and operational workload” and that the
“implementation of distance learning systems appears to be a sound necessity” (p. 63). This
42

determination is not surprising, but empirical data proves that there is a correlation between the
design of those systems and effective learning which illustrates the need for mindful online
course creation and design.
Although Parlangeli did not specifically use Redish’s arguments, this study shows that
design principles should be extended to Learning Management Systems to improve student
usability, and ultimately, student learning. The ways with which teachers can design their
courses within the LMS, such as Canvas, depends on the affordances of that platform. Parlangeli
et al.’s study also focused on student cognitive overload, but faculty also experience such
cognitive overload when interfaces do not exhibit usable design which prevents them from
creating easily navigable courses for their students. To further explain interface design which
affects faculty cognitive overload, the next section explores literature on Affordance Theory.

Affordance Theory
The first section of this literature review explored Critical Digital and Crisis/Resilience
pedagogical frameworks illustrating power and control issues, student agency, and the need for
democratic course designs using technology. As Critical Digital Pedagogy demands, the second
section moved into examination of technology, doing so through an analysis of interface
literature which explained how the design of interfaces contribute to faculty action and student
content understanding. This last section dives more deeply into technology interfaces to present
literature about what interfaces afford, or allow, in terms of user action possibilities.
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Physical Affordance
In order to explain how affordances in technology affect educational interfaces, a brief
overview of affordance theory will be presented. In 1979, Gibson (2015) coined the word
affordance as a description illustrating something that allows an animal to do something in a
physical environment. Because of different environmental layouts, animals will behave
differently based on their size and needs. Features of physical objects in an environment allow
for different kinds of interactions between that object and individuals (Antonenko et al., 2017).
In fact, objects provide affordances which allow users to act and they also constrain what we can
do (Kaptelinin & Nardi, 2006). In this way, Gibson’s concept of affordance is material and
tangible both positively and negatively, meaning that affordances can allow for actions
benefiting or harming an animal, such as a hill allowing an animal to see vast areas or a hill from
which that animal can fall. An object has inherent properties that are completely independent of
the user and are always present (Hammond, 2010). Each property “helps, aids, supports,
facilitates, or enables” the user to physically do something (Hartson, 2010, p. 319). Therefore,
the user’s experience, observations, and knowledge (McGrenere & Ho, 2000) is irrelevant to the
physical affordances of an object. Affordances can include “color, texture, composition, size,
shape and features of shape, mass elasticity, rigidity, and mobility” (Gibson, 2015, p. 134),
which affect what and how an animal can interact with the object. Gibson’s property descriptions
foreshadow applications to the human and computer worlds by Norman and other scholars.
In addition to physical affordances in nature, man-made objects also have properties that
allow users to take action. Norman (2013) extends Gibson’s theory of affordance to evaluate
objects people use in everyday life, such as lights and refrigerators; however, physical
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affordances also apply to computer hardware such as touch screens, keyboards, and mice. He
believes that objects which are designed properly are easy to use and to understand, but those
that are designed poorly without thought of users are “difficult and frustrating to use” (p. 2). For
example, if a user doesn’t know what F5 does on a keyboard, they may become frustrated. Welldesigned objects, however, include affordances that are not only visible to the user but also
convey the use easily and clearly, and he considers objects that achieve these goals as “natural
design[s]” (p. 4) which do not need signs, descriptions, or instructions on how they should be
used. This can be called an “action possibility” and provides a direct affordance (Antonenko et
al., 2017) to the object’s usability. If the object does not visibly show how it should be used then
the message is wrong. These visual signs are “natural signals'' (Norman, 2013, p. 4). It should
also be noted that Norman assumes users are physically able to conduct the action possibility,
which is not always the case.
When an object does not allow for an action, there are constraints to its use, including
physical, semantic, cultural, and logical. According to Norman (2013), physical constraints limit
“possible operations” (p. 84). For example, a desktop computer’s interface may not be a
touchable screen. Semantic constraints depend on meaning and language. Cultural constraints or
conventions are those accepted by a culture which may be unknown to or understood by people
from other cultures, and logical constraints depend on a “logical relationship between the spatial
or functional layout of components and the things that they affect or are affected by” (p. 86).
You and Chen (2007) argue that Norman’s application of semantic constraints does not go far
enough. Semantic interpretations of affordances depend on “personal experience, socio-cultural
backgrounds, and needs” and often designers use metaphors or other icons which users are
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already familiar with to help them understand the affordance of an object because it is the
“cognitive interpretation of the product” that is relevant (Norman, 2013). For example, physical
affordances of technology allow users the ability to click, move, touch, or in other ways interact
with the hardware, but if a user has no experience with or has no mental model of the object, the
user cannot do so. Users could potentially physically interact “with devices such as the screen,
keyboard, and mouse” (McGrenere & Holt, 2000, p. 6), but these physical actions can cause
issues for the human agent, including “direct manipulation issues, physical fatigue, and physical
movements associated with virtual environments, gestures, and interaction devices (e.g. different
keyboard layouts, haptic devices, speech I/O and interaction using two hands and feet)”
(Hartson, 2010, p. 333), which constrain the user.

Perceived Affordance
Underlying physical and functional affordances is the need to perceive them first.
Perception, in this context, is the ability to recognize the possibilities of a tool or object
(Hammond, 2010). Without the ability to perceive the affordance, “an animal cannot engage”
(Kaptelinin & Nardi, 2006, p. 81) with the object, nor can a user utilize the functionalities of
software and hardware. Well-designed objects should not need instructions or labels that tell the
user how to use the object; rather, they should be designed in a way that illustrates the use
clearly, and if they do not, then “the design has failed” (Norman, 2013, p. 9). When the design
succeeds, though, users cognitively understand how to use the object, for example what to “click
on” (Hartson, 2010) to make the object do what it should do. Similarly, perceived affordance
also has been called cognitive affordance, which is “something [that] help[s] the user in knowing
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(e.g., knowing what to click on). We see symbols, constraints, and conventions as essential
underlying mechanisms that make cognitive affordances work” (Hartson, 2010, p. 319) and
perceptible affordance, which “offer[s] information about objects” (Gaver, 1991). This view of
perception is an affordance actualization where “both the perception of the affordance and the
relationship of perceived affordances” match the current goals (Anderson & Robey, 2017, p.
102). This means that unless a user knows what the three dots means on an interface, they may
not click them to open a drop-down menu of action choices.

Technological Affordance
The materiality and tangibility of affordance theory has shifted in the age of electronic
technology from Gibson’s natural environment and Norman’s everyday objects to software,
including programs, code, and algorithms, and hardware, including modems, keyboards, and
wires to more specific concepts of technological affordances. Scholars in critical studies of
technology dive deeper into affordance theory through specific applications in an attempt to
explain how users can interact with both software and hardware. For example, as stated in the
introduction, Berry (2011) explains that affordances affect different layers of code, and he
further breaks down the concept into “hidden,” “partial” (p. 140) and “uncertain affordance[s]”
(p. 168). Berry extends Gibson’s ecological affordance theory to a technological affordance
theory to help explain the complexity of code and its impact on not only software, but concepts
such as abstraction, computational techniques, and interface. boyd (2014) also reconceptualizes
affordance theory by specifying four affordances of networked publics on social media:
persistence (endurance), visibility (see-ability), spreadability (shareability), searchability
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(findability). More importantly, boyd points out that users of technology often find workarounds
when constrained by technological affordances. Regardless of the number of affordances coded
into software, no technology allows users to do all things, so they may use other technologies to
achieve their goals, which is illustrated by this dissertation and will be explained in the
Discussion chapter. Although boyd focuses on social media’s affordances, both her and Berry’s
applications illustrate the flexibility of the theory, which allows it to move beyond Gibson’s
materiality and his focus on the natural world. This flexibility extends to educational
technologies as well.
Educational Affordances
Technological affordances have been further defined by scholars to explain the functional
aspects of online learning technologies such as what a user can and cannot do with the
technology. Much like Norman’s argument that designers should focus on users, these scholars
argue educational tasks should be considered before analysis of educational technologies is
conducted, but these frameworks can also help users to determine whether a technology will help
them to achieve their teaching goals.
Kirschner et al. (2004) believe that technology is a mediating factor in online learning
and considers utility a required factor in educational functionality which leads to educational
affordances. The utility of technology is its usefulness in achieving goals while the education
functionality is specifically related to student learning. If a technology does not allow the student
to learn, then it is poorly conceived, as Norman states regarding physical objects. Educational
affordances, specifically, are “the relationships between the properties of an educational
intervention and the characteristics of the learners that enable particular kinds of learning by
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them” (p. 51). The underlying idea in this definition is important, but the phrasing is awkward
and clunky. They do not clarify what they mean by “educational intervention,” and the word
“intervention” has negative connotations which are problematic in this context. The idea that
there is a relationship between students and the educational technology is important and accurate,
however, since the goal is to facilitate student learning, which is similar to Gibson’s argument
regarding animals and their environment. To achieve student learning, they argue that the
educational environment needs to be designed well, also known as “interaction design” or
UI/UX. Such design is “concerned with aesthetics and emotion, and how the interaction may
appeal to and benefit users inclusively” (p. 52) as well as “the usability of the system, contents,
and services, the user's affinity, and the user's value” (Joo, 2017, p. 9932). This definition echoes
Redish (2004) as explained in the How to Design Educational Interface section above in that
aesthetics and principles of design facilitate student interaction and understanding of course
material. Kirschner et al.’s (2004) six stage model focuses on students: 1) what they need, 2)
what they should do, 3) their perception, 4) constraints to their learning, 5) how they would use
the technology, and 6) assessment of their learning. This model would be useful to critical
pedagogical teachers if they had the time and resources to do such in depth analysis of their
students, objectives, and learning; however, this is not always the case, especially during a
pandemic.
Similarly, Bower (2008) believes that e-learning activities need to be considered first and
then technologies found and evaluated second. He agrees with Kirschner et al. that utility is an
important aspect in the search for effective educational technology, and he believes that such an
argument is in line with Gibson’s original definition regarding the “fundamental characteristics
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of the object in relation to the user” (Bower, 2008, p. 5). He goes further, however, by creating a
taxonomy of technological affordances which clarifies the potential abilities of educational
technologies to allow faculty to match their learning activities with those technologies. By doing
this, he believes that educators maintain their authority in designing their own online course
material and places the focus on what teachers need rather than the technologies themselves.
This taxonomy places the focus on the teachers rather than the students, which is a more
authoritarian perspective and is contrary to Critical Digital Pedagogy, which is first concerned
with the student than the activity. Despite Bower’s argument, these educational affordances can
still be applied to analyze educational interfaces as long as faculty focus on why and how they
are using the affordances so that the focus remains on what the students need. Table 3 includes
Bower’s educational affordances and an interpretation of his affordance descriptions as well as
examples of how the affordances can benefit students rather than enforcing authoritarian power
in the online educational environment.
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Table 3: Based on Bower’s (2008) Technological Affordances

Affordance
Media

Description
Input/output

Spatial

Resize or move elements

Temporal

Access

Navigation

Movement, searching

Emphasis

Highlighting

Synthesis

Combining

Access-control

Settings, administration

Technical

Platform, connection, Wi-Fi

Usability

Ease of use

Aesthetics

Visual appeal

Reliability

Functions properly

Example
Embedding jpgs, mp3, mp4
files for multiple avenues of
representation
Increasing font size or
graphics for easy
reading/viewing
Due dates or times,
unpublishing an assignment
to facilitate student time
management
Hyperlinks, buttons
Bold, Italics, Highlight, Color
for high contrast and
aesthetics
Including multiple forms of
content on a Page for multiple
avenues of representation
Giving students control of a
page to use as a wiki to use as
a collaborative, project-based
learning activity
Adaptability to mobile
technology
Understanding how to use the
technology easily
Layout and design of the
interface
No crashes, easy saving

Antonenko et al. (2017) created a framework to help faculty design their course activities
focused more on the student’s needs rather than course objectives, which is more in line with
Critical Digital Pedagogy. Their framework is still based on Bower’s (2008) educational
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affordances, but they move beyond his arguments. Similar to Kirschner et al., (2004), they
developed a model which could help faculty design courses and learning activities, but it is only
four steps, rather than six, and their focus is on student needs and abilities rather than what
students should do or their achievement of goals. They argue that “effective design … can only
be achieved by carefully analyzing both the needs and the abilities of the target users” (p. 918).
Once those needs and abilities are determined, specific educational technologies should be
evaluated. They agree with Bower’s (2008) first six affordances (media, spatial, temporal,
navigation, emphasis, and synthesis) as important and accurate, but they include four others:
metacognitive (planning an action), personalization (changing to customize), adaption, and
socialization (collaboration) to allow for reflection, collaboration, and necessary adjustments to
the learning environment. These taxonomy additions shift the focus to student interaction which
helps to facilitate creative thinkers rather than passive learners. Antonenko et al.’s metacognitive
affordance could be viewed as an adaptation to Bower’s (2008) access-control affordance, but
the perception of the action has shifted. In Bower’s taxonomy, the teacher gives control, but in
Antonenko et al.’s, the focus is on student action when that control is given. Table 4, below,
illustrates Antenenko’s educational affordances with a brief description and examples of what
students can do with those affordances. These affordances can also be applied to faculty-facing
interfaces, but the underlying intent of faculty must be what benefits students the most. These
two studies will be used to help explain faculty action in their designs as shown in the Results
section of this dissertation. Additionally, the Discussion section will argue that although these
affordances can be applied in some educational instances, neither fully explain the connection
between affordances and what faculty do in their classes, which prompts the need for an
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additional educational affordance taxonomy to 1) illustrate what faculty did while designing their
courses during the pandemic in 2020, and 2) help faculty make technology choices in the future.
Table 4: Based on Antonenko et al.’s (2017) Affordance Additions

Affordance
Metacognitive

Description
Planning an action

Personalization

Changing to customize

Adaption

Modify for context

Socialization

Collaboration

Example
Using Pages as Wikis to
allow students to prewrite and
explore ideas
Adding pages or
announcement in a student
group
Changing notifications and
settings based on what the
student wants/needs
Groups and Discussions

The technological affordances of educational technology, especially Learning
Management Systems, also affect the pedagogical choices faculty can make. John and
Southerland (2005) argue that the pedagogical opportunities afforded or constrained by any
information and communication technology should be analyzed since there are underlying
“assumptions represented in the software.” Even though the software or platform may seem or
“appear neutral… [or]… be presented seductively offering engagement, empowerment and
efficiency,” they are not (p. 409). Often, this “empowerment” includes the necessity to “tradeoff” according to Gall and Breeze (2006). In their study of technology in a music classroom, Gall
and Breeze (2006) determined that although the technology allowed them to achieve several of
their pedagogical goals, they acknowledged the “restrictive” nature of the technology which
“interrupted the students’ process… and might have inhibited their thoughts.” The teachers
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realized that they needed to approach their teaching differently to account for the constraints
imposed by the technology. Such “trade-offs” affect what an instructor wants to do in the
classroom and how their students interpret content, instruction, and assignments. The downfall of
technology in the classroom is that users don’t know there is a “trade-off” until they begin using
it. Conole and Dyke (2004) acknowledge this downfall and argue that affordances, both positive
and negative, should be made “explicit” so users “can make informed choice[s].” They don’t,
however, explain how affordances can be made explicit in any useful way other than arguing that
a theoretical context is needed.
Other scholars have extended the idea of technological affordances specifically to include
educational environments. Badia et al. (2011) use the term “technology educational affordance”
to indicate what educational technology can and cannot do in terms of teaching and learning, in
other words- their potential. Learning activities, such as collaborative group work, and
technology usage create an “interrelationship.” They determined that there are six possible
technology usages: communication, instrumentation (such as “printing documents”),
collaboration, cognitive practices, assessment, and content management. Their study determined
that learning activities and education interaction depended on the design of the activities and the
technology used to facilitate them. Their conclusions support the previous studies discussed here;
however, they do not elaborate on the specific affordances nor specific technologies that they
studied. Similarly, Kennewell (2001) analyzes affordances and constraints of technology in
relation to learning activities. He points out, and rightly so, that the affordances and constraints
of the educational technology impact and affect the teacher’s ability to act in specific ways.
These technologies may change the “preferred technique and process” of teaching which would
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also affect the way students learn. Affordances and constraints affect the subject matter, the
technology, and “other” aspects of the educational experience, but it is up to the teacher to
“orchestrate” the affordances and constraints in a way that facilitates student learning. This
orchestration, however, requires a significant amount of faculty time and effort above regular
teaching duties, especially for those who are lacking technological or affordance knowledge.
Applying affordance theory to educational technologies allows for further clarification of
“action possibilities” as explained in the Physical Affordance section above. The affordance of
an object which may or may not allow an action is an inadequate definition, according to
Osborne (2019). He argues that it needs to be changed to “transaction possibilities” since
educational technologies allow for “a change in the learner as a result of experience” and not just
the completion of an action. This broader term aligns with Digital Critical Pedagogy well in that
it acknowledges the importance of analyzing technology and its effect on students and the
educational experience. Additionally, as with Critical Pedagogy, the word “transaction” is
reminiscent of two-way communication which allows students to have power over their own
education, but teachers need to be willing and open to analyze not only the technology but also
the student interaction with it.
Designing Educational Interfaces with Affordances
When designing educational interfaces, the affordances embedded in them should be
leveraged to provide students with a broad range of learning activities. They should enable
functionalities such as high “physical and communicative activity,” socially communicative
activity, multimodality (visual and audio representation), “abstract symbolic language,” idea
generation, organization, reorganization (Oviatt, 2013, p. 30). These functionalities are very
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similar to Bower’s technological affordance theory discussed in the previous section, but as with
Antonenko et al., Oviatt’s focus is on students rather than teachers. Oviatt (2013) argues, “if
interface affordances are well matched with a task domain, they can increase human activity
patterns that facilitate transfer of procedural and related domain knowledge across different tasks
and contexts” (p. 52). Interfaces should allow for the transference and constructivist building of
content knowledge. Such educational interfaces should be designed with clear and conspicuous
signals allowing for perception of correct interface signals, much like Gibson’s and Norman’s
affordance perception, chunking and hierarchy to facilitate “meaningful sections” and “coherent
whole[s] so the learner has an overall idea (gestalt) of what the environment is like and what is
expected of the learner” (Lohr, 2000. P. 161). Therefore, a well-designed educational interface
utilizing educational affordances should allow for critical thinking, collaborative projects, and
transference of course content in a meaningful way that helps the students understand, question,
and elaborate on concepts. In this way, course design is mindful of a framework that combines
the theories as explained in this literature review.

Summation: Convergence of Theories
This chapter presented literature on Critical Digital and Crisis/Resilience Pedagogies and
Interface and Affordance theories in an attempt to illustrate how these theories converge to form
a new theoretical framework through which to examine the original research presented in the
Results chapter. Critical Digital Pedagogy is a broad theory that argues faculty should analyze
the technology with which they teach to understand how that technology affects students,
including their understanding of discipline specific course content, suppression of voices, and
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power dynamics. Crisis/Resilience Pedagogy argues that faculty should design for any
eventuality, including illness and shootings. Critical Digital Pedagogy should be combined more
directly with Crisis/Resilience Pedagogy to acknowledge cultural, political, social, and economic
factors, including personal and global trauma that interrupts or affects learning capabilities.
Additionally, since all technologies have interfaces – the multiple boundaries between
user, content, code, and algorithms, which are designed by companies that may or may not
perpetuate cultural biases and assumptions, faculty need to analyze the technologies and
interfaces, specifically the educational interfaces that provide learning experiences, as they
design their courses for students to avoid enforcement or reinforcement of negative ideologies.
Finally, companies that code and design the educational interfaces, such as Canvas, and embed
affordances that allow faculty to design their courses in specific ways which may or may not
benefit students or constrain faculty members’ pedagogical preferences. Analyzing those
educational interface affordances and how they affect faculty and course design is a more
specific form of Critical Digital Pedagogy. This framework will be used to analyze the primary
research presented in this dissertation.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODS
This dissertation explores how faculty created their course materials for undergraduates
in Canvas’ Pages and Assignments both before and during the Covid-19 pandemic in 2020 and
the effect the affordances and constraints of the LMS had on their workload and stress levels.
The study employs a convergent mixed methods qualitative research methodology “to provide a
comprehensive analysis of the research problem” through the “integrat[ion] of information in the
interpretation of the overall results” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) with three data sets: a survey,
interviews, and course sandbox observations. Phase one gathered survey data in both closed and
open-ended answers from two education groups on Facebook. These Facebook groups were
chosen because the author of this dissertation was an active member who regularly posted
concerns and answered questions posted by other members. Both groups were dedicated to
sharing teaching strategies, concerns about safety and the pandemic, and information to help
faculty and students succeed. Phases two and three included 11 interviews and course
observations of faculty who completed the survey and agreed to be interviewed. Interviews were
necessary to gather personal accounts and thick descriptions, which “can provide context and a
depth that make possible a more nuanced understanding” (Bell & Kissling, 2019), of their
training, teaching experiences, use of Canvas, and feelings about doing it all during a pandemic.
During the interviews, all faculty shared their course sandboxes to show how they utilized
Canvas’ affordances and navigated constraints and allowed snips to be taken of their course
design. Snips were taken rather than full screen shots to eliminate unnecessary information such
as tabs and toolbars shown on their interfaces. The observations further clarified their use of
Canvas design, navigation, and content tools. All data was analyzed in Qualtrics and Dedoose
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examining the extent to which faculty were trained, used Canvas’ affordances and avoided
constraints, and handled their workload and stress while designing their educational interfaces
during the pandemic in 2020.

Data Collection
Qualitative empirical data was collected through three methods: a survey instrument,
interviews, and observations of the interviewees’ Canvas courses as case studies of how
interviewees navigated and designed their Canvas’ Pages and Assignments. This is an empirical
study because it is “research that carefully describes and/or measures observable phenomena in a
systematic way planned in advance of the observation” (MacNealy, 1999, p. 6). To get a real and
full picture of faculty course design, use of Canvas’, workload, and stress, faculty needed to tell
their own stories about what happened during 2020. To gather this information, a survey and
interview were conducted because qualitative data shows “(1) how people interpret their
experiences, (2) how they construct their worlds, and (3) what meaning they attribute to their
experiences” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 24) and “can elicit information that the researcher
may not anticipate” (MacNealy, 1999, p. 153). Three methods were used for this dissertation
because conducting a mixed methods study allows for a deeper exploration necessary to answer
the research questions and “enhanc[es] the complexity” (Rossman & Rallis, 2019) of the study.
Designing courses during a pandemic is difficult and complicated, and conducting a threemethod study helps to explain faculty action and feelings during the pandemic in a deeper, more
meaningful way.
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Target Participants
The Qualtrics survey link was disseminated via two Facebook groups. The first of these
was the Pandemic Pedagogy Facebook group, which was created March 11, 2020, and had
32,800 members at the time of this study. According to their “Group Rules” (n.d.), “the group’s
purpose is to share questions, ideas, information, and practices related to online/remote education
during the COVID-19 pandemic,” and they allow members to research within the group as long
as the administrators and IRB approve of the study. Despite the large number of faculty in this
group, only 41 surveys were completed over the course of four weeks, and several of those could
not be included in the data since some respondents did not agree to both IRB questions. 26
surveys from Pandemic Pedagogy contained usable data for this dissertation because they met
the inclusion criteria of teaching undergraduates and teaching via Canvas. This group included
members who taught K-12 and internationally as well as faculty whose institutions did not use
Canvas which significantly narrowed the possible respondents.
Because more survey respondents were needed for reliability, a second group, the Higher
Education Society for Stressed Professors Facebook group, was included in the study. The group
was created October 22, 2020, and (at the time of the research) had 874 members who sought a
“space to share self-care strategies” while teaching online during the pandemic (“About This
Group,” n.d.) Although this group was much smaller than Pandemic Pedagogy, more faculty
completed the survey, which resulted in a total of 40 useable surveys for this dissertation due to
the criteria listed above. It should be noted that at the time of this writing, the group has changed
its name to Society for Stressed Professors.

60

Data was gathered from these two Facebook groups since they were the groups that the
author of this dissertation actively participated in during the pandemic. Active participation
included helping other faculty members by making suggestions and by both answering other
members’ questions and searching for answers to questions. The intent was to find participants
organically rather than searching for other Facebook groups which may or may not have been
helpful to faculty.
Because both Facebook groups contained education professionals, this study employed
purposeful sampling due to the members’ “characteristics… necessary to answer [the survey and
interview] questions” (MacNealy, 1999, p. 157) which center on course design. The members of
these two groups actively sought out information to help them become more successful educators
during the pandemic. Within these groups, respondents to the survey were limited to those who
teach undergraduate classes in the U.S. and design their own courses in Canvas by utilizing
Pages and Assignments. Undergraduate faculty were chosen because there are more of such
faculty than those who teach only graduate students, and because undergraduate students need
more content and context to succeed than graduate students, which means that more content
needs to be uploaded leading to a higher level of navigation and course design. Therefore, there
would be more content to observe and analyze for this dissertation. Additionally, faculty who
design their own courses were chosen because they have the power to make decisions on how to
design in, utilize the affordances of, and navigate constraints imposed by the platform.
Any respondent who indicated that they teach only graduate courses or do not design
their own materials in Canvas were excluded from the study. Out of 66 surveys described above,
5 indicated that their universities did not use Canvas at all during 2020, so the logic of the survey
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ended their participation in the study; therefore, 61 completed surveys were used and analyzed
for this dissertation.
Survey
Survey Design
Data was first collected through a survey created in Qualtrics since the data needed to be
“obtained directly from respondents” (Vogt et al., 2012, p. 29) as phase one. The survey asked
both closed- and open-ended questions regarding faculty knowledge of the affordances and
constraints of Pages and Assignments in Canvas. The survey gauged how:
•

instructors designed their content in Pages and Assignments leveraging the
affordances (tools and features);

•

they overcame constraints imposed on them by the technology;

•

they participated in Canvas and technological training;

•

and the technology affected their workload and stress levels.

All questions focused on the time period of Spring, Summer, and Fall 2020 (See Appendix A for
Survey Instrument). Surveys were electronic only to allow for self-administration, which is
efficient (Vogt, et al., 2012), by willing participants.
The survey asked 38 closed-ended questions to gather information regarding years
teaching, type of institution, discipline, faculty position in their institution, use of Canvas,
previous Canvas training, understanding of affordances and constraints in Canvas, workload, and
stress levels. Closed-ended questions were yes/no, multiple choice, and Likert scale, chosen
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because Likert questions are “especially good for assessing degree of agreement with or support
for a belief, policy, or practice” (Vogt, et al., 2012, p. 26). Survey logic was enabled to allow a
respondent to answer an open-ended question when a “yes” answer was given to a previous
closed-ended question, allowing for further elaboration. If a respondent answered “no” to a
closed-ended question, logic parameters skipped the open-ended question. The survey included
eight open-ended questions. The last four questions of the survey asked whether respondents
would be willing to be interviewed as case studies, which allow for “an in-depth description and
analysis of a bounded system” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 37), in Zoom and if they would be
willing to share and allow recording of the design of their course material in Pages and
Assignments via a shared screen. The survey was divided into seven parts:
1) acceptance of IRB;
2) demographics;
3) training and stress prior to Spring 2020;
4) work during Spring 2020;
5) affordances used in Assignments and Pages;
6) work, training, and stress during Summer 2020; and,
7) willingness to be interviewed.
Survey questions were pilot tested before finalizing with a group of eight educators who
had varying levels of course design and teaching experience prior to the pandemic to make sure
that questions were “valid and truly ask about” the subject under investigation (Vogt, et al.,
2012, p. 31) and to ensure the logic accurately reflected the answers chosen, so questions could
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be skipped if the respondent marked “no” to specific questions. Questions, organization, and
logic were changed several times based on their feedback.
IRB Approval
The first two questions of the survey included informed consent approved by EmbryRiddle Aeronautical University’s (ERAU) and University of Central Florida’s (UCF) IRB. IRB
approval from both ERAU (see Appendix B for Survey and Appendix C for Interview) and UCF
(see Appendix D) was necessary due to the researcher’s affiliation with both institutions as a
full-time instructor and a graduate student, respectively. IRB paperwork was amended at both
institutions before posting the survey in the second Facebook group. Please see Appendix E for
ERAU’s Modification of Previously Approved IRB dated January 8, 2021, and Appendix F for
UCF’s Exemption Determination dated January 8, 2021.
Survey Respondent Demographics
Not all respondents answered all demographic questions; however, the majority of
respondents:
•

possessed a Ph.D. degree (see Table 5);

•

had online teaching experience prior to Spring 2020 (see Figure 1); and,

•

taught more than 11 years in higher education (see Table 6),
while the plurality of respondents were tenured (see Table 7) and taught:

•

at public institutions (see Table 8),

•

in the Social Sciences and Humanities/Communication disciplines (see Table 9),
and
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•

151-200 students per year (see Table 10).

Table 5: Q8 Highest Degree n=59

Ph.D.

Ed.D.

M.D.

MFA

MA

MS

34

5

1

2

11

6

58%

8%

1.67%

3%

19%

10%

Figure 1: Before Spring 2020, had you ever taught online (any variation)? N=59
Table 6: Q7 Years Teaching n=59

0-3 years

4-7 years

8-10 years

11-15 years

16-20 years

21 + years

3

6

11

15

12

12

5%

10%

19%

25%

20%

20%

Table 7: Q6 Position at Institution n=59

Tenured

Non-Tenure Track Full
Time
16

Adjunct

29

Tenure-Track (pretenure)
8

49%

14%

27%

10%
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Table 8: Q9 Type

of Institution n=59

Four-year Private

Four-year Public

Two-year Public

9

27

26

15%

44%

42%

Table 9: Q10 Teaching Discipline n=59

Hu/Com
13
22%

Social Biological Business Eng/Writ Physical Medicine
Sciences Sciences
Sciences
14
7
4
10
1
1
23%

12%

7%

17%

1.67%

1.67%

Math

Other

4

4

6.67% 6.67%

Table 10: Number of Students Taught in 2020 n = 60

Under 30

31-60

61-100

101-150

151-200

201-300

301 or
more

3

3

11

12

15

7

9

5%

5%

18.33%

20%

25%

11.67%

15%

Interviews and Observations
The second phase consisted of interviews and observations of Canvas course sandboxes
via Zoom. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) state that interviews are necessary when “the behavior,
feelings, or how people interpret the world” cannot be easily observed (p.108). For this
dissertation, interviews allowed faculty to explain their feelings about the design of their courses,
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Canvas, and the pandemic in addition to showing their course design so they could explain why
they made such decisions. This in-depth method of gathering data helps with the validity of the
study (Vogt et al., 2012).
Of the 61 valid survey respondents, 31 indicated they would be willing to participate in
Zoom interviews and share their Canvas Pages and Assignments during the recorded sessions. In
January 2020, six interview invitations and Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University IRB consent
forms were emailed, since that was a requirement for the ERAU IRB, to the email addresses that
they included at the end of the survey. These six faculty members were chosen to account for
differing demographics, including teaching position, years teaching, teaching discipline, and type
of institution, to get a cross-section of the respondent population. All six agreed to be
interviewed. After the interviews, the data revealed that all but one faculty had taught online
prior to the Pandemic. A second round of interview invitations were emailed to ten more faculty,
with varied demographics and who had no online teaching experience prior to the pandemic. Of
those, six agreed to interviews; however, one could not find time for the interview. Therefore,
eleven faculty total were interviewed after they returned the signed ERAU consent forms via
email. Out of the 61 surveys, no pre-tenure tenure-track faculty agreed to be interviewed. The
lack of pre-tenure tenure-track faculty is a limitation of this study and prevents a well-rounded
view of all ranks of faculty experiences designing courses during 2020. Such faculty members
may not have felt comfortable filling out a survey due to their precarious position within their
institutions.
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Collectively, these are case studies since they will be used to “to understand a larger
phenomenon through intensive examination of one specific instance” (Rossman & Rallis, 2019)
and multiple cases “enhance[es] validity or generalizations of …findings” (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016, p. 40). Interviews are necessary for this dissertation due to the need to “gather facts,
opinions, goals, plans, and insights … not available from any other source” (MacNealy, 1999, p.
203). Additionally, they help to flesh out the data discovered through the surveys in phase one of
this study which allow for a deeper understanding of themes and concepts briefly mentioned in
the open-ended survey answers.
Zoom was chosen as the technology for interviewing because of its usability and ability
to record, share screens, and transcribe the audio. Although Zoom collects some personal data
including IP addresses, it does not collect the video and audio of the meetings unless enabled by
the host (Archibald et al., 2019, p.2), and all interviewees agreed to the collection of this
information. The video, audio, and audio transcription were enabled and saved to the Zoom
cloud. The videos and transcriptions were downloaded and saved on a flash drive to allow for
editing and analysis. The audio files were not downloaded from the cloud.
Interview questions were semi-structured allowing for some focused questions but
freedom to ask questions for clarification if necessary. Semi-structured interview questions
create space for participants to narrate their experiences; however, the focus of the
questions is very deliberate and carefully tied to …the research topic. The objective is to
guide a participant in conveying an account of an experience as it relates to the topic of
study. (Galleta & Cross, 2013, p. 47)
General questions were asked to allow “participants to freely provide their views” (Creswell &
Creswell, 2018). Additionally, some questions about use and awareness of features and functions
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of technology were adapted from Anderson & Robey’s (2017) study of technology usage in the
medical field. Anderson & Robey (2017) use affordance theory to investigate user perception of
technology, experience, and training of that technology, similar to this dissertation.
The eleven interviews were conducted in January and February 2021, via Zoom. Each
interview began with a discussion of the University of Central Florida IRB requirements and
gaining a verbal acceptance of the interview protocols. All interviewees gave a brief overview of
their teaching history before we moved into more focused questions regarding their experiences
during the pandemic in 2020. The interviews also included observation of their course sandboxes
in Canvas utilizing a talk aloud protocol, specifically Concurrent Probing, which is a form of talk
aloud where the investigator asks questions during the participants’ walkthrough when
something interesting happens or is said (“Running a Usability Test,” 2020). This allowed for a
deeper understanding of why they make the choices they did, not just what they did, or what they
were thinking of at the time. Observing faculty in their course sandboxes ensured that no
accidental viewing of student data occurred since students are not populated in sandboxes.
Interviews ranged from 20 to 50 minutes depending on the interviewees’ schedule and
responsiveness. Interviewers had the opportunity to stop the interview at any time. Please see
Appendix F for the semi-structured interview questions. Interviews were conducted until
saturation was met since multiple interviewees discussed the same issues.
The following section details demographics for all interviewees (see Table 11), and all of
whom agreed to the use of their real first names in this dissertation. Demographic information
indicates that:
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•

54% are tenured;

•

63% teach for a 4-year public university;

•

63% hold a Ph.D.;

•

54% have taught for more than 11 years in higher education;

•

36% are in the Social Sciences and Humanities/Communication disciplines; and,

•

54% had no online teaching experience prior to Spring 2020.

These demographics illustrate that the interviewees were not completely representative of the
survey respondents. The only similarities to the survey demographics are that the majority of
interviewees hold a PhD and taught for more than 11 years in higher education, but unlike the
survey demographics, the other demographics illustrate a higher percentage are tenured, and
teach at a 4-year public university. The interviewees had less online teaching experience and a
more evenly distributed discipline background. The differences in demographics could be
because faculty who have more education and experience are generally tenured and feel more
comfortable sharing their courses and being interviewed. Faculty with no online teaching
experience were interviewed to gather more data regarding the specific issues these faculty faced
while transitioning online in Canvas.
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Table 11: Interviewee Demographics

Interview

Position

University

Degree

Discipline

M.A.

Years
Teaching
11-15

#1: Cat

NTTFT

4 year public

#2: Pam

Adjunct

#3: Krista

Tenured

2 year public
& 4 year
public
4 year public

Ph.D.

21+

Social
Sciences

Yes

Ed.D.

8-10

Education

Yes

#4: Seth

NTTFT

4 year public

Ph.D.

4-7

Business

Yes

#5: Ray

NTTFT

4 year public

M.A.

4-7

Business

Yes

#6: Karen

Adjunct

Ed.D.

8-10

Math

No

#7: Elizabeth

Tenured

2 year public
& dual
enrolled
students in
high school
4 year public

Ph.D.

21+

Social
Sciences

No

#8: Thatcher

Tenured

2 year public

Ph.D.

21+

Eng/Writ

No

#9: Amy

Tenured

4 year public

Ph.D.

16-20

No

#10: Andy

Tenured

4 year private

Ph.D.

8-10

Social
Sciences
Hu/Com

71

Eng/Writ

Online
Experience
Yes

No

#11: Jamee

Tenured

4 year public

Ph.D.

11-15

Biological
Sciences

No

Data Analysis Methods
Closed-ended Survey Questions
Closed-ended questions included yes/no, multiple choice, and Likert scale and were analyzed
directly in Qualtrics where charts and graphs to “establish general laws of behavior and
phenomenon across different settings/contexts” (McLeod, 2019) were created. These illustrate
descriptive statistics, which are “are numbers that are used to summarize and describe data”
(Hebl, n.d.). Percentages were calculated by hand to determine the most chosen answers.

Interviews
After interviews were complete, vtt files, which contain “supplementary information
about a web video, including subtitles, captions, descriptions, chapters, and metadata” (“.vtt File
Extension,” 2021), of the audio transcripts were downloaded from Zoom, and the content was
copied and pasted into a Microsoft Word document that was then edited multiple times. In the
first edit, all chunks of conversation were combined by deleting out extra time stamps, redundant
speaker names, and sub section numbers to allow for easier coding. In the second edit, each
Word document was scanned for spelling and grammar errors by Word to allow for a more
grammatically correct reading. In a third edit, the transcripts were corrected for exact wording
while watching and listening to the Zoom video files to ensure accuracy of the transcripts, but
redundant words, disfluencies such as “um” and “uh” and repetition of the same word, that did
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not affect the overall content of the conversation but occur naturally in spoken contexts were
deleted since they did not change the overall meaning of the sentence. While editing transcripts
and watching the videos, images of course Pages and Assignments were taken by using the
Microsoft Snipping Tool. Those images were saved as jpegs.

Open-ended Survey Answers
Each of the eight open-ended survey answer files were downloaded as Microsoft Word
documents from Qualtrics and saved with the same question number and a brief description of
the question on a secure flash drive in file called “dissertation.” The answers were not edited for
any grammatical or spelling errors. This resulted in a total of 230 single spaced pages of openended survey answers and interview transcripts.
The vtt, docx, mp4, pdfs of the individual surveys, jpegs, and informed consent files were
saved to a secure access flash drive in folders labeled by interview and date numbers: for
example, #11 2.19.21. Saving these files allowed for easy access and to abide by the IRB
approval documents. Audio files were not saved.

Coding
Coding is vital since it helps the researcher “make decisions about how to manage the
interface between the reality [the researcher] is interested in and the symbols [used] to think
about that reality and to record evidence about it” (Vogt, et al, 2012, p. 5). It also allows themes
and concepts to emerged from the data itself which will help answer the research questions
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through an inductive analysis. According to Thomas (2006), “The primary purpose of the
inductive approach is to allow research findings to emerge from the frequent, dominant, or
significant themes inherent in raw data, without the restraints imposed by structured
methodologies” (p. 238) and “involves working exclusively from the participant experiences that
drive the analysis entirely” (Azungah, 2018, p. 391). Additionally, this approach to analysis
“work[s] from the particular to the general, or from the data to concepts and theories” (Vogt et
al., 2012, p. 373).
Coding of the open-answer survey and interview data took place in two phases: by hand
and in Dedoose (n.d.), which is a web-based data analysis application using cloud technology. A
combination of descriptive, in vivo, and emotion coding illustrating an “eclectic coding” method
(Saldaña, 2016) was employed to get the most in-depth understanding of the data. Saldaña
(2016) says, “descriptive coding summarizes in a word or short phrase … the basic topic of a
passage of qualitative data” (p. 102) while in vivo coding “refers to a word or short phrase from
the actual language found in the qualitative data” (p. 105). Both were necessary since some
faculty used very specific language in their answers while other faculty were vague and
circuitous in their descriptions but focused on similar ideas. Emotion coding was necessary since
it helps to describe “intrapersonal and interpersonal participant experiences and actions,
especially in matters of social relationships, reasoning, decision-making, judgement, and risk
taking… [especially in terms of their] perspectives” (Saldaña, 2016, p. 125). These three coding
methods were used in combination to interpret faculty action, thought, and feelings during the
pandemic 2020 while designing their courses in Canvas’ Pages and Assignments and how that
affected their workload and stress levels.
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Hand Coding
In the first phase of coding, interview transcripts one, two, and three were hand coded to
determine a broad array of codes used to describe exact wording, themes, and general ideas
brought forth by the data. Nineteen codes were created: pedagogy, compliance, feelings,
technology, Covid, disasters, support, predictability, design, students, supplemental technology,
Canvas, training, learning, Canvas tools, concerns, stress, teaching experience, and workload.
Once codes were determined, color coding of Word documents began. Codes and the vast
number of electronic transcripts became unwieldy, so files were transferred to Dedoose and
codes were entered as parent codes.
Electronic Coding
Dedoose was chosen due to low subscription cost, ability to be used from any computer
at any time, and multiple coding functionalities. The coding application is a “relational database”
that allows for the building “of a web of connections” (Salmona et al., 2019) of the data.
Additionally, the application generates “graphs and charts[which] are fully integrated, easily
customized (sic), exportable, and dynamically linked for immediate access to all associated
qualitative excerpting and coding” (Silver & Lewis, 2017). Word documents were uploaded and
carefully read for coding.
All 11 interview and eight open-ended answer transcripts (for the eight open-ended
questions) were uploaded to Dedoose for electronic coding. The original codes from the handcoding were entered into the program, but codes were merged and eliminated based on the data
to include four parent codes: Stress, Workload, Training, and Course Design/Canvas (see Table
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12). Multiple child codes were associated with each parent code. 644 excerpts from all
transcripts were coded.

Table 12: Codes from Dedoose
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Study Limitations
There are several limitations to this study. First, the Qualtrics survey link was posted in
only two Facebook groups, and although the total membership was over 30,000, many members
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of the groups were K-12 educators or international faculty; therefore, they were not qualified to
participate in the study. Additionally, many other faculty members used an LMS other than
Canvas or taught graduate students, which prevented them from participating. Second, focusing
only on FB groups naturally prevented other faculty who would fit the parameters of the study
from participating, including those who use other social media platforms or who do not use any
social media platforms at all. This last group may have been important to this study especially
since they may not be as technologically savvy as those who are on social media, which would
affect how they designed in Pages and Assignments during the Pandemic and how it affected
their workload and stress levels. Third, only two pre-tenure tenure track faculty completed the
survey and none were willing to be interviewed, which leaves a gap in this dissertation.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
This chapter will present the data from the closed-ended and open-ended survey
questions and the 11 interviews collected in January and February 2021. The chapter is
organized in three main sections: Training and Support, Canvas and Course Design, and
Workload and Stress. Sub-sections are organized thematically synthesizing all data in a coherent
way. All graphics are snipped from either Qualtrics showing full data from closed-ended survey
questions or the Zoom recordings of interviews, showing course designs. The snips ensured that
only the course design was used for this dissertation with no inclusion of the broader Canvas
interface or additional tabbed pages that may have been open on the interviewees’ computer
interfaces. Although 61 faculty members took the survey and marked “yes” to both IRB
questions, not all of them completed all closed-ended questions; therefore, the number of faculty
who responded to each question shall be indicated by n=x. Percentages were calculated using the
total number of faculty who answered for each specific response choice multiplied by the total
respondents who answered each individual question. All quotes and ideas from the open-ended
survey answers will be attributed to “faculty” while quotes and ideas from the interviews will be
attributed to interviewees specifically by name: Cat, Pam, Krista, Seth, Ray, Karen, Elizabeth,
Thatcher, Amy, Andy, or Jamee. Full quotes from both the open-ended survey data and
interviews are included to allow faculty to explain in their own words their struggles during 2020
because summarizing their ideas would eliminate their voices, tone, and word choice which
could affect the analysis of their experiences, as presented in Chapter Five: Discussion.
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Training and Support
Access to Training
Before the Pandemic hit in Spring 2020, access to Canvas training varied greatly. 61% of
respondents had participated in Canvas training while 39% did not (n=59, see Figure 2). The
question included being trained by an instructional designer or another person on how to use,
design, or create in Canvas. Additionally, 31 survey respondents elaborated on their answer in a
follow-up question. Several respondents mentioned the time it took them during their training:
“three-hour long session,” “a few hour long classes,” “one full day of face-to-face training,” a
“two day training course,” a 6 week “online canvas design course,” and a “semester-long
course.” Additionally, several discussed the type and modality of the training, which included:
“web[i]nars from Canvas representatives,” “face-to-face,” “live sessions with [the]curriculum
developer,” “lunch and learn sessions,” professional development through [the] institution and
the State College Board,” online “through [the] university’s OTL [Office of Teaching and
Learning],” and “hands on designing a course template and learning from other faculty
members.” This training varied from “mandatory” before the pandemic, which allowed them to
teach online, to optional training conducted by their university resources such as a Center for
Teaching and Learning. Cat had Canvas training in “maybe 2014, 2013, maybe a little before
that” but nothing since.
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Figure 2:Q15: Before Spring 2020, were you trained by an instructional designer or another person on how to use, create, and
design in Canvas?

When faculty moved online during the Spring, some faculty received additional
emergency training to help them understand how to transition their courses into Canvas. Thirtynine faculty discussed their experiences with the training: “IT offered office hours,” “faculty
workshops hosted by … [the] teaching center over Zoom,” “drop in zoom sessions every day,”
“Center for Teaching and Learning staff were visible and available,” and “IT support and tons of
webinars.” Respondents elaborated on their experiences:
•

Fortunately, the Canvas support staff on our campus scheduled several mini-workshops
to help us get started with online teaching in Canvas nearly as soon as we went
completely online. These workshops focused on getting up and running quickly with
modules, pages, and assignments but were mostly useful for those who have never used
Canvas at all. What I primarily got out of it was how to create pages and assignments in
Canvas, how to link to other materials and tools in Canvas, and how to create
Announcements.

•

We had open educational/design sessions and the ability to schedule 1:1 sessions with
these teams to make the transition as smooth as possible.

•

My university has a teaching and learning staff which hosted daily webinars to explain
canvas as well as other support software. In addition, these staff would hold one-on-one
sessions with faculty and instructional staff. They also designed an online student
resource tutorial for students who had never taken a course online.

Amy and Andy utilized Zoom workshops and asynchronous training from their respective
Centers for Teaching and Learning Excellence. Amy, however, didn’t finish the training but
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admits that “it would have been better had I finished it because I was flying by the seat of my
pants that way with Canvas [and] was not universally successful.” Jamee felt “really lucky that
we already had people in place to help with Canvas and they recognized that we needed to have
some training, so they set up lots of available training sessions for the faculty.” Another faculty
member also stated that they were “lucky” that their “university provided coaching, workshops,
guides -tons of support.” Additionally, 41% of faculty felt that they were qualified to a very
great or great extent to write, create, design, or redesign their materials in Canvas while 22% of
faculty felt qualified only to a small extent or not at all (n=51see Figure 3).

Figure 3: Q22 - To what extent did you feel qualified (based on your knowledge of Canvas) to write, create, design, or redesign
your Canvas courses during the Pandemic in Spring 2020 for fully online implementation?

The number of faculty who received training during the summer was less, however. 56%
of faculty received training by an instructional design, Center for Teaching and Learning, or
another person on how to use, create and design in Canvas to help them work on their courses
(n=54see Figure 4). For example, Thatcher “did a ton over the summer … [and] never stopped
working” while taking online training through a “group called California Acceleration Project”
on how to design an online class. She also had access to “optional one on one training” to help
her “get the front page to look nice.” Krista took “WebX or TEDx trainings on how to be a good
82

online teacher [and]… joined different Facebook groups like Canvas Users and the higher ed
ones” to learn more about how to use Canvas and design her courses. Karen didn’t know how to
use the shell her university gave her, but she took an “intensive 40-hour workshop” and designed
an entire course for fall.

Figure 4: Q 36: Did you receive training by an instructional designer, Center for Teaching and Learning, or another person on
how to use, create, and design in Canvas during Summer 2020?

23% of faculty who received training during the summer were also paid by their
universities for their efforts (n=32, see Figure 5). Elizabeth explained,
our university provided a lot of training over the summer, and we got paid for it, which is
really nice. It wasn't a lot of money, but still was nice. So, then they had different tiers
that you could go through, so everybody had to do one that was really, really basic and
then there was a second tier, which I did the first, and the second, it was just kind of how
to use Canvas how to record your lectures where to put them in Canvas kind of the basic
[stuff].
Krista’s university used the CARES Act (Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act)
to pay their faculty for training over the summer, and she earned $1000 for her training, which
included completing at least 10 out of 16 modules created by her Teaching and Learning
Excellence department. Jamee also received compensation for a two-week workshop she
attended because “somebody … donated some money … and it helped pay for the Internet,”
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which she needed so she could work from home. She stated that spent between 60 and 65 hours
in the training learning how to use Canvas and how to “keep the students engaged and
interested” in her classes.

Figure 5: Q37 - Were you compensated in any way (i.e. course release or stipend) to participate in Canvas training to help you
prepare for Fall 2020?

Types of Training and Support
Before Spring 2020, trainings and classes did not always cover the same information. For
example, some faculty discussed setting up gradebooks, quizzes, and modules while others
focused on creating assignments. Extended answers by faculty included:
•

My training was mostly on how to set up pages, quizzes, and modules that support
in-person teaching (so as a repository of information for the students).

•

Set up site, build assignments, use grade book

•

Basic instructions on building a course, what modules are and how to use them,
how to create various types of assignments, how to make the syllabus

Seth stated that he took self-paced training where he could watch videos, read pages with
content, and take quizzes throughout. Other faculty did not receive any formal training but
sought out answers for themselves by Googling the information, watching videos on YouTube,
asking colleagues for help, and reading content on the Canvas Community page.
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After the move online, 53% of the survey respondents felt they had adequate support
from either an instructional designer or other faculty while they designed their course during the
Pandemic in Spring 2020 (n=49, see Figure 6). Often, the support came from other faculty
members and not centers for teaching and learning or instructional designers. According to one
faculty member, they relied heavily on another faculty member for help then realized that “she
has personal responsibilities on her plate as well,” so the faculty member Googled the answers
they needed. Thatcher stated that her department paired up faculty to help them redesign their
courses once they migrated online where faculty with less technology and Canvas experience
were paired with more “tech savvy” faculty so that they “all didn’t die” because everyone “was
in survival mode.” She also said,
I just Googled like this is what I learned on the fly. Yeah but, you know the other great
thing that our school did is that they had every day, for many, many hours they had tech
help by Zoom drop in. I was like working like seriously 12 hours a day like just trying to
do my best, and then I get stuck by something and I Google it [when] I couldn't figure it
out, and I could just pop in wait till whoever was there had finished their questions.
Both Ray, Karen, and Cat relied on friends to help them during this time or used templates
created by other faculty. One faculty member, however, stated that they helped others design
their courses: “Truthfully, I gave support more than received support since I’m experienced. I
made myself available to colleagues who needed help and I shared my canvas site with anyone
who wanted me too.”
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Figure 6: Q32- Do you feel that you had adequate support (instructional designer, other faculty) in writing, creating, designing,
or redesigning your courses in Canvas during Spring 2020?

During the summer, faculty learned how to design and rework their classes to prepare for
the fall since many universities had to make choices about modalities for courses to keep
students and faculty healthy. For example, for the Fall 2020 semester, 81% of faculty were
required to teach fully online in either asynchronous or synchronous modalities rather than faceto-face (n=53,see Figure 7). 38% of faculty were required to teach hybrid, hyflex as defined in
the Introduction, or split (variation of face-to-face/online mix) courses (n=53see Figure 8).
Elizabeth was tasked with teaching what her university called “hybrid courses” in the fall and
struggled with the modality calling it “terrible.” Her university decided to split the students into
groups to have some students come one day a week, such as “11 students Monday, 11 students
Wednesday, and 11 students Friday,” and she lectured during that time and provided course
content asynchronously as well. Other faculty were fully online, such as Andy, who taught
synchronously and lectured during the zoom sessions.
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Figure 7: Q38: For Fall 2020, were you required to any fully online (asynch or synch) course?

Figure 8: Q39: For Fall 2020, were you required to teach hybrid, hyflex, or split (or some other variation of face-to-face/online
mix) course?

Training mostly consisted of learning online teaching pedagogical principals and how to
use Canvas to help faculty design their courses based on their assigned modality. Jamee learned
how to develop a course in Canvas and caption videos with “best practices for online education.”
Andy also learned how to create modules, even though he is opposed to that organization in a
course as he said it feels “scripted in a bad way.” He further explained,
training was useful in that it collected a lot of materials and when I when I realized that I
needed to learn how to do something I don't know, like create a Canvas Studio video or
something. I knew where to find the explanation of how I should go about doing it right.
And it was useful in that it forced me at the very least to learn how to make a module
because then I did use those skills. So in terms of its nuts and bolts approach to the LMS,
I think I got something out of it, but it felt like a lot it felt like a bit of a fire hose at the
moment.
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Pam’s training focused on design options in Canvas, and Thatcher learned how to use Google
Docs and Zoom to facilitate collaboration and create courses using backward design, which calls
for faculty to consider the course end goals or what students need to learn first, such as course
learning outcomes, and then create assignments or assessments that lead directly to those
outcomes (Daugherty, 2006). Others took summer training to learn to teach online and how to
redesign courses for online implementation.
In addition to learning online pedagogy and how to use Canvas, faculty discussed their
accessibility training and support. Faculty learned how make their courses “ADA compliant and
user-friendly” and “accessible to screen reader[s]” by transcribing recordings, incorporating
captions, using alt-text, and naming images. Cat was worried about using tables because she
heard somewhere that screen readers couldn’t access them. Seth believed that
one of the things that people aren't familiar with is all the things that you need to
incorporate so that you're learning content is accessible. And so [training] walk[s you]
through all the laws and procedures and policies around what images you can use and
can't use and how to do alt text. How to do captions on things. How to do transcriptions
of recordings and all that sort of stuff.
Similarly, Pam and the distance education department at her university “went through her
Canvas course with a fine-tooth comb and made sure [she] was 100% [ADA] compliant.”
During Ray’s training he was told to use high contrast with color and font sizes rather than italics
and bold for text since students with vision issues have difficulty reading those styles. He also
worked hard to caption his videos by using Screencast-o-matic for hearing impaired students.
Thatcher said her “Canvas training … was heavily on accessibility.” Jamee learned how
important captions are for videos, use of certain colors and large fonts, and how to use tables for
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accessibility. She argued that she wants to make her courses accessible for all students, not just
“accommodate[ing] a variety of students and learning styles and abilities.”

No Access to Training or Support
Unfortunately, some had no access to help or felt that they did not get enough support to
help them be successful after the move online in spring. 27% of faculty did not believe they had
sufficient support, and 20% had no support at all (n=53). Several faculty members explained
their experience:
•

During spring 2020, I had no support at all. I was able to enroll in courses, but they
started at the very last week of the semester, so I couldn’t utilize anything at that time.
Beyond that, no one else was offering support, and I was probably the most prepared
in terms of using technology.

•

I don't remember receiving much given the time crunch.

•

There was support offered, but I wasn’t able to take advantage of it.

•

I mostly got support from YouTube videos that showed how to do specific things.

Luckily, other faculty members were more experienced, so the lack of support wasn’t
detrimental to their move online, but others believe that their courses suffered from the lack of
support so they “didn’t try to do much.”
As was the case in spring, however, faculty had no access to training or support within
their institutions during the summer to help them prepare for the fall semester. In fact, 24 didn’t
receive any at all. These faculty relied on Canvas Community pages, Google, outside workshops,
and YouTube videos to help them try to design usable courses for fall.
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Canvas and Course Design
Course Content
Though respondents taught for institutions that used Canvas as their LMS, not all
respondents had uploaded any course content to it prior to the pandemic in Spring 2020. 14% of
faculty had no course content (assignments, presentations, videos, and/or quizzes) uploaded to
Canvas. While 23 had all or most of their content uploaded to Canvas prior to the Pandemic
(n=56, see Figure 9).

Figure 9:Q17 - How much of your courses (assignments, presentations, videos, and/or quizzes) were already uploaded to Canvas
before the Pandemic hit?

After migrating online due to the pandemic, faculty wrote, designed, and created course
material to load into Canvas in addition to teaching their courses ensuring all students had access
to content. Faculty created “buttons for navigation,” wrote and designed modules, “changed
assignment[s] and grade structures,” uploaded videos, and created assessments. They explained
further:
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•

I had to recreate the entire course including designing modules, assignments, buttons
for navigation, all quizzes, tests, discussion board assignments, redesigned
assignments, created content including instructional videos, found videos to enhance
instruction...in short, designed and created all of the content.

•

I began the process of designing modules for online teaching, including introductory
pages that provided a description of the module topic and list [o]f tasks for the
module, recorded and captioned video for the modules, designed new quizzes and
tests for the material, and created lab assignments with dissection videos and tutorials
already online.

•

Having to do it without warning, having to move a course designed as Face2Face into
the online format, Canvas shortcomings, Canvas’ way of providing TOO MANY
ways to do something, clicking “publish” and setting BOTH due dates and closing
dates for dropboxes, and most of all, not being able to count on students knowing
how to use the Canvas features themselves.

Designing in Assignments and Pages
All faculty who responded (n=49) spent some time designing in Assignments specifically
after migrating online and 51%indicated that they spent an extreme or a lot of time designing in
Assignments (See Figure 10). Forty-three faculty elaborated on how they spent their time;
however, several of the answers did not directly relate to Assignments as some discussed issues
with quizzes. Faculty had issues with understanding how to enable correct settings, which
includes due dates, groups, weighting, and peer reviews. Additionally, some faculty did not
understand the language or terminology that Canvas used. For example, one mentioned, “Canvas
language for things like ‘group assignments,’ ‘peer reviews,’ and ‘syllabus’ didn’t match the way
I use those words.” Others realized that there are “limited customization and formatting options
in assignments ma[king] it difficult to communicate homework problems to stats students in
particular.” Some faculty had issues with the affordances in Assignments:
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•

What caused me to spend the most time on assignments was a) figuring out how to
format the assignments pages and provide appropriate dates for each section of my
multi-section courses at not be a topic for here: grading assignments submitted to
Canvas, which seemed harder somehow online, at the time, in part because I did not
yet know how to set up rubrics in Canvas).

•

Students wanted Assignments tab available as a tool for them. But assignments I
believed were unpublished were accessed by students, leading to massive chaos. Tech
trainer said Assignments tab should be hidden. Submission due dates vs peer review
comment due dates are not supportive, and Canvas does not support grading of peer
reviews, an otherwise good tool. Speed Grader took me months to figure out tricks to
utilize it better.

Figure 10: Q26 How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your materials in Canvas
Assignments specifically during the Pandemic in Spring 2020?

While designing their Assignments, faculty used the submission affordances, but to
varying degrees (see Table 13), with the majority of faculty utilizing the Due and Submission
Type features and the fewest using Peer Reviews.
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Table 13: Assignment Affordances n=54

Affordance

# of
facult
y who
use

% of
facult
y who
use

Affordanc
e

# of
faculty
who
use

% of
facult
y who
use

Affordanc
e

Due

54

100%

Submission
Type

52

96%

Available to

50

93%

Points

49

91%

Available
from
Display
grade as
percentage,
points,
complete/
incomplete,
letter
grade, GPA
scale, not
graded
Assignmen
t group
Number of
submission
attempts
allowed

# of
facult
y
who
use
36

% of
facult
y who
use

49

91%

Turnitin

47

87%

Assigned
to

30

56%

40

74%

Group
assignment
Peer
reviews

19

38

70%

67%

35%

18

33%

The majority of faculty also used Pages after the move online. 45% of faculty designed in
Pages either to an extreme or a lot while 22% responded that they didn’t use this tool at all or
only a little (n=49, see Figure 11), and fewer faculty elaborated on their experiences with Pages.
Although some faculty said they did not have problems with Pages, others commented that they
had issues in formatting and designing them to look “good.” One faculty stated that it took time
“just making sure all links worked and that the pages were graphically attractive.” Several
faculty members used Pages as a way of presenting lecture material in a written format, which
took additional time, but some respondents didn’t use Pages at all because they didn’t know
about them. For example, one respondent stated,
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I really didn't know they were there! I was using assignments for everything whether it
was an assignment that needed to be submitted or just the assignment sheet, this caused
many problems with my students understanding what was due and what was just a lecture
day.
Other faculty members comments that Pages are necessary, but there are constraints:
•

The lack of shortcuts for something as simple as a page-break image was infuriating.
We need to chunk material, and use visual cues. Yet, to do this, we have to work in
the HTML codes rather than having basic shapes available to insert from the RTE
[Rich Text Editor] menu. I understand the new release has a smarter editor, so that
may be the solution.

•

Pages was the best bet for organizing the weekly material. I used to rely primarily on
modules, but that’s messy. Pages was a little trying because partway through the
semester there was some kind of update and the videos weren’t embedding as they
used to. The look of the pages [was] suddenly different for students.

•

I think the pages were fine. The Rich Content Editor is not great, and it was difficult
to try and format images and include videos in a way that was visually appealing and
easy to follow.

Figure 11:Q 29: How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your materials in Canvas Pages
specifically during the Pandemic in Spring 2020?

Both Pages and Assignments afford the same tools to allow faculty to design their student
facing content, but not all tools were used to the same degree (see Table 14). All faculty
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indicated that they used the external hyperlink affordance, while 88% indicated they use the
hyperlink to course content within Canvas. More faculty (n=48) uploaded images from external
sources than used course images (n=35). Strikethrough and equations were used by the fewest
faculty. One faculty member stated, “in Spring 2020, I understood only a fraction of my options
in Assignments.”
Table 14: Design Affordances for Assignments and Pages n=51

Affordanc # of
e
facult
y who
use
External
51
hyperlinks
Upload
48
image
Bullets,
47
alpha, or
numeric
Bold
46

% of
facult
y who
use
100%
94%

Affordance # of
facult
y who
use
Course
35
image
Italics
35

% of
facult
y who
use
69%
69%

92%

Indentation
s

33

65%

90%

32

63%

32

63%

28

55%

Course
hyperlinks
Font Size

45

88%

43

84%

Change
justification
Font Color
Record
Table

Course
document

42

82%

Highlights

27

53%

Underline

36

76%

Accessibilit
y checker

25

49%

Affordance

# of
facult
y who
use
24

% of
facult
y who
use
47%

17

33%

16

31%

Change cell
properties
Embed apps

14

27%

12

24%

Strikethroug
h Equations
Equations

8

16%

5

10%

HTML
editor
Record
Studio video
Embed apps

Many faculty members realized they needed to approach their course design in Pages and
Assignments for fall differently based on what they learned in the spring or in their summer
training. 64% of faculty made changes while 36% indicated that they did not (n=53, see Figure
12). Thirty-two faculty elaborated on how they approached Pages and Assignments for Fall 2020
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because they were more “familiar with design tools and options.” Faculty stated in extended
answers:
•

I redesigned my course modules by including overviews, objectives, and other features.
Made my videos shorter and more user-friendly.

•

I redesigned my pages and assignments to provide overviews and instructions (instead of
just providing those just in an announcement), embedding more course links and videos,
using color and other affordances for emphases, adding or copying tables.

•

I have more instructional pages and I link to them in each assignment.

•

I finally learned that anything that was not an assignment should be delivered via PAGES
and just assignments should be assignments.

•

I better understand accessibility, headings, and wanted to make them as clear and
understood as possible.

•

I included more images to make pages student friendly. I also use pages like folders in
modules. Assignments on Canvas are paired with Proctorio. I link homework in the
textbook publisher’s webpage to Canvas as assignments. I also create different types of
assignments.

•

I remained unaware of Pages until a training workshop mid Fall 2020.

•

Pages became my main form of organization in fall 2020. Before I was using modules.
Pages has more functionality. Beyond that, assignments I used essentially the same way
except there were a lot more of them in order to keep track of the weekly discussions, etc
we’d usually do in person.

•

Redesigning pages and assignments based on what I learned in summer online course
design and pedagogy workshops.

•

More detailed instructions, more flexibility, creating more pages further in advance.
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Figure 12:Q 43: For Fall 2020, did your approach to using Canvas Pages and Assignments, specifically, change based on what
you learned from your Spring 2020 experience or any summer training you received?

Most faculty used Pages to create overviews of weekly modules to help students
understand the expectations and tasks for the week, illustrating consistency throughout the
courses. For example, in Cat’s weekly overview pages, she included color, headings, double
spaces between important information, alignment, bullet points, and different size headings (see
Figure 13) which she hoped helped with clarity, consistency, and navigation so her materials
would be more accessible. Similarly, Krista used the “same catch words …and always starts with
the objectives … [and] what they’re going to be doing for [the] module.” She wanted them to
“know exactly where to go and what it looks like” (see Figure 14). Ray used Pages for his
weekly module overviews and to give information to his classes. He used the heading level
affordances and changed the color of the headings to allow students to see important information
easily, a technique he learned in his Canvas training. Ray also used the alignment affordance to
center information when necessary and the internal hyperlink tool rather than copying and
pasting directly onto the Page. While designing her overview pages, Thatcher paid close
attention to making sure she posted links in multiple places because she felt redundancy was
important to her students so they could find information in her courses. Similarly, Pam felt that
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students “want to know what [the page or assignment] is going to look like. All of the cool bells
and whistles that we would like become incidental to them if it’s not visually predictable.”

Figure 13: Cat's Overview Page
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Figure 14: Krista's Overview Page

Leveraging Affordances
Several faculty members realized that the design affordances in Canvas could help them
make their assignments look visually pleasing and organized. For example, Seth set up his
assignment (see Figure 15) with
bold headings to point to the important things that [he] want[s] students to pay attention
to [and has] given them specific outlines of exactly what to expect. Using numbered lists
here to help keep things organized and then they have the due date.
For each assignment, he includes a goal, overview, expectations all with headings “that describe
what they need to do.” Students told him that his courses are “the most organized courses that
they’ve ever had,” so he feels that he has been successful. Similar to Seth, students have told
Elizabeth that her courses are “extremely well organized,” but unlike Seth, she is not “very tech
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savvy,” and she “just tried to keep things really super simple” in her course design (see Figure
16). Ray also uses the different level headings, like Seth, in Canvas to highlight important
information. He said,
So yeah I would click on the text …whatever I type in, for I will click on the text up here
to pick up whatever size I want. Heading 2 is going to be that size and then I would go
into the color here, and I would change the color to whatever color I wanted.
Other faculty made “sure all modules and pages [were] organized, clear, and concise,”
“graphically attractive,” “look appealing [with] spacing, image placement, color, etc,” and
embedded videos directly into the pages.

Figure 15: Seth's Assignment
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Figure 16: Elizabeth's Assignment

Some faculty members decided to make pages look visually interesting by using
graphics. Amy used a large graphic on her front page to introduce students to her Human
Evolution class with a short sentence above it welcoming students to the course (see Figure 17).
Andy also included a large graphic pulled from the internet for his course, cropped it, and used
PowerPoint to write the words “Perform,” “Transform,” and “Reform” which was the theme of
his humanities course (see Figure 18). He also included a welcome to his students, and both Amy
and Andy included hyperlinks to the syllabus and modules. Including such graphics and images
in a dynamic way is not easy, however. Pam believes that she should be able to “flush left” her
image and wrap text easily without having to write code, but she has found this to be impossible
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with the image affordances. She also realizes that in order to copy over images, she needs to
download them and reupload them to new courses because she can’t link to previous classes. She
has decided to rebuild her courses every semester rather than course copy.

Figure 17: Amy's Front Page
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Figure 18: Andy's Front Page

One of the most used affordances was hyperlinks, which helped students find important
information. Ray provided external hyperlinks to YouTube videos and internal hyperlinks to
audio files, but he was very aware of possible link breakage and tried to provide mostly internal
hyperlinks to his lectures. Elizabeth also used external hyperlinks for her lecture videos.
Thatcher approached her assignments differently than Ray and Elizabeth because her biggest
concern was that students skipped the scaffolded instruction needed to understand assignments
since they access assignments through the gradebook, so she included hyperlinks to course
document files of her assignments and PowerPoints with all necessary information, which are
similar to what she would pass out in class (see Figure 19). She also posted links in multiple
places because she felt redundancy was important to her students so they could find information
in her courses. Like Thatcher, Jamee made sure to include “hyperlinks to everything that I can
possibly hyperlink to” so her students knew what to do (see Figure 20). Another faculty member
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built “more instructional pages and … link[ed] them in each assignment.” Andy “tried to link
things in multiple places” to keep students from complaining that they couldn’t find information.
Pam believes that the use of hyperlinks and navigation through her course is a learning objective
since she teaches students the building blocks about fluid and crystallized intelligence, “and part
of that building block is learning how to navigate and negotiate through the software and not be
overwhelmed and know how to review things in a more discretionary way.”

Figure 19: Thatcher's Hyperlinks
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Figure 20: Jamee's Hyperlinks

Faculty used other affordances such as writing in tables to build text boxes, color, and
highlighting. Andy wanted to avoid a large wall of text in his Assignment and Pages so he used
the tables affordance to build sections instead. Jamee put into practice much of what she learned
in her training as well. She said,
In the spring, I used no color. I didn't know how to link and things like that, so summer I
learned a lot about color and if I go to my syllabus I use a lot of color and highlighting
and bulleting …I tried to use like a lot large font size. Right, so I do include tables in
here.

105

Cat also used tables to build segmented parts for information in her courses. Additionally, she
includes bolding of text and highlights in specific colors to point out important information to
her students (see Figure 21).

Figure 21: Cat's Table

106

Overcoming Constraints
Designing courses in Canvas takes a significant amount of time and affordance
knowledge, which many faculty members did not have, so they used templates. For example,
Krista’s university transitioned to Canvas during the summer, so she had to learn Canvas as well
as design her courses for fall. She decided to use Page and syllabus templates, which were
provided by her university, and plug in necessary and specific information for her own classes.
Time was a factor for faculty with Canvas experience as well. Although Cat has extensive online
teaching and course design experience, she recognized the difficulty of designing courses and
used templates created by her university’s Center for Teaching and Learning and from
colleagues. Not all universities provided templates, so faculty found other template sources. Ray
and Karen admitted that they used templates from colleagues who shared course content with
them. Karen was grateful for the help since the colleague had more experience with Canvas and
course design. Her Getting Started page (see Figure 22) is a template that includes headers with
icons, which she does not know how to create, because there is some information that her
university requires, but she can also add information.
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Figure 22: Karen's Template

Canvas allows faculty to write code in html in the HTML Editor if they want to change
the look of a Page or Assignment; however, this takes a moderate level of coding knowledge,
which not all faculty possessed. Karen is over 60, and although was technologically savvy many
years ago when Cobalt and Fortran were new, she felt that she lacked technological design skills
even though she knows some html. A friend, who called her “boomer,” warned Karen
watch out for when you are editing it, highlight it, and then type over it. Don’t backspace
and type into it and we’re going to mess up the html stuff which was new. You know that
was all new to me, so I was glad that she cautioned to me.
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Pam also has “functional HTML knowledge,” but she admitted that she uses “HTML cheats so
that [she] can just copy them and paste them where [she] needs them” such as codes for tabs (see
Figure 23). A friend of hers shared the HTML cheat sheets so she could have more design
flexibility, and she believes that her friend “earns a place in heaven” for sharing with her.
Similarly, Cat has some understanding of html and the HTML Editor, but she didn’t know that
she could use hex or RBG color codes to create different color palettes in her course, so she
mainly relied on greens because she said that she doesn’t like many of the color options in
Canvas, such as purple. She was, however, able to code her homepage buttons in the HTML
Editor (see Figure 24). Thatcher was worried about moving online during the pandemic because
her English Department had “terrible” success rates with online learning but did her best to put
content into Canvas. She struggled with getting videos to show in her Pages. She explained her
experience when she reached out to her university’s IT department for help:
I have no idea how to use [html]; in fact there was one of the things I dropped in for was I
was so annoyed by a video wasn’t showing up the way I wanted it to, and then there were
these little tiny weird arrows that you could click on that I hadn’t put there and so he
brought me into the html and we had to change the language. It ended up worse. I don’t
know why. I think we deleted the video and I couldn’t get it back. But at least I saw that
that all existed and thought I don’t ever want to see that.
Ray also knows HTML but has not written any code for his classes even though Canvas does not
give “quite as much flexibility and freedom” as he would like. One faculty member was
frustrated with the “lack of shortcuts for something as simple as a page-break image” and thinks
faculty should not have to write code to design courses in Canvas, but others recognized that
they “need to learn HTML to manipulate pages in a way that can be both visually appealing and
accessibility compliant” which takes “hours and hours.”
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Figure 23: Pam’s Tabs
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Figure 24: Cat’s HTML

Faculty realized that Canvas was not an easy technology to work with, especially in such
a short time frame. Because Krista’s university used Blackboard in the spring, she had to learn
how to use Canvas while designing all of her classes in it during the summer to get ready for fall.
She felt that since she was older, Canvas was not as “intuitive” for her as it was for her younger
colleagues. She admitted that a student called her “a technology idiot” which prompted her to
work harder on making her courses as clear as possible, and she also recreates her courses every
semester rather than copying them over each semester because she is “super reflective” and
wants to design specifically for students making changes where and when necessary. Like Krista,
Amy began designing modules because her university had just transitioned to Canvas from
Blackboard and felt “that [it] wasn’t super foreign, but using and adding the pages and putting
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them in …you know… just the technical part of it, that felt weird. At first, I was like this doesn’t
feel intuitive to me, even though I have several people tell me- oh it’s really intuitive.” Pam
agreed that Canvas is not intuitive and went further arguing that “Canvas itself is intimidating”
and she does not want to be “sued for accessibility issues,” so she worked hard to design for all
students. Colleagues also told Karen that Canvas was intuitive, but she laughed at them said, “no
it’s not!” Ray, however, argues,
Canvas is far more intuitive [than Blackboard] and user friendly. It’s a lot WYSIWIG –
what you see, is what you get and, and it works the same way if you’re going to make a
Word document or a PowerPoint. It feels like you’re doing the same thing … I find it
very intuitive. They did a great job designing it, I think, to mimic Microsoft products,
which … are the juggernaut in academia.
Seth also believed that Canvas is easier to use and more “functional” than Blackboard even
though people told him that Canvas is a “little red tapey … [and seemed] like you’re jumping
through hoops.”
As faculty worked, they realized that they did not know how to do what they wanted or
Canvas could not do it due to the technology’s constraints. For example, Karen realized that
there was no automatic save and she lost quite a bit of work because she forgot to save the
content by clicking the Save button at the bottom of the Page before exiting. She also admitted
that it took her awhile to realize that there was a difference between Pages and Assignments tools
in Canvas, and she mostly uses the Quizzes function and supplemental technology since she
teaches math courses. She stated that she used Assignments for a quiz but did not use the
affordance that prevents students from uploading certain file formats, so she had a difficult time
grading. Unlike Karen, Amy had no idea how to teach online and had taken only one online
course in her life so she had no idea “what [her course] should even look like” which worried her
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greatly. In fact, she had to Google for answers, watch YouTube videos, and read content on the
Canvas Community page when she had questions about how to use Canvas, which took
significant time during the summer. She was very concerned about the functionalities of the
gradebook since she believed that is what students need the most. Pam was also frustrated with
Canvas’ constraints. For example, she learned the importance of chunking content, but Canvas
doesn’t have the ability to do so easily. She doesn’t believe that she should have to write code to
wrap text around graphics or include solid lines. Another faculty stated that there is “no way to
standardize anything” in Canvas, and “a button not pushed, a date not input correctly, [and] an
a.m. when you needed p.m.” causes issues.

Accessibility
Accessibility is defined in many ways, but faculty wanted their content to be easy to
download, read, and understand for all students. Some faculty were concerned about students’
ability to download large file videos, so they chose to upload videos to YouTube instead, and
others made sure they added alt-text to graphics so screen readers could describe the visuals.
Pam was particularly concerned with accessibility since her university “made it very clear. I’m
the one that’s exposed legally if classes are not compliant and it’s my job to fix it.” Although she
knew that the accessibility icon was a little person, she couldn’t find it and didn’t use the one that
is included in each Page and Assignment. Cat also did not know about the accessibility checker,
which is an affordance in each Page and Assignment. She was very concerned that one of her
Assignments had 29 issues due to the color and font sizes in a table. Ray used the accessibility
checker, which is built into each Page, to check the accessibility of his pages (see Figure 25).
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Since Jamee learned about accessibility in her training, she paid close attention to the font styles
and sizes as well as the different colors she used in her designs.

Figure 25: Ray Accessibility

Other Canvas Affordances
Several faculty members discussed Canvas affordances that allow them to design their
courses in more user friendly ways, but these are affordances are additions paid for by their
institutions. Pam says that she has access to
a very cool little tool. That is an accessibility report that they bake right in and if I run
this one through it, it's live, there's actually a little meter right here that is green, yellow
or red. It doesn't tell me how to fix it. It just tells me that it's a problem. (see Figure 26).
Krista uses a tool called Yuja which is similar to Studio or Screencast-o-matic where she can
record herself and her screen and create lectures (see Figure 27). She uses Yuja which is
embedded in her Canvas because it allows students the ability to watch her videos without
having to access outside technology. She wants her students to see her “so they feel like there’s a
real person.” She believes that Yuja is “very easy, very intuitive.” Krista’s Assignments and
Pages also has a tool called an Immersive Reader (see Figure 28) which is a button near the top
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of each page which allows the user to hear the content on the page and allows more
functionalities for the reading experience. Ray uses a tool that allows him to change the due
dates of all assignments in Canvas at the same time rather than doing it individually which saves
him a significant amount of time (see Figure 29).

Figure 26: Pam's Canvas: Accessibility Report
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Figure 27: Krista's Canvas Yuja

Figure 28: Krista's Canvas Immersive Reader
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Figure 29: Ray's Extra Affordances

Workload and Stress
Time
Designing courses using an educational technology such as Canvas requires significant
time and thought. Before the pandemic of 2020-2021 hit, 43% of faculty believed that they spent
an extreme or a lot of time writing, designing, and creating their course material in Canvas while
28% spent a little or no time at all (n=58, see Figure 30). After migrating online due to the
pandemic, however, 68% of faculty indicated that the time was extreme or a lot in writing,
designing, creating, or redesigning course materials in Canvas during the pandemic (n=57, see
Figure 31). Faculty commented on time issues: “lack of time,” “not enough time to make
changes needed immediately,” “tight timetable,” “time pressure,” and “time crunch.” Amy said,
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They did give us an extra week… Everything got shut down, and then we had Spring
Break and then they said we're going to have an extra week after Spring Break so
basically you have two weeks to put the rest of the semester online. And it was like- it
was just so awful.
Another faculty member stated that the “sheer time it took to convert existing course materials
into Canvas friendly formats” was stressful. In fact, during the summer and to prepare for fall
courses, 83% of faculty spent an extreme amount or a lot of time writing, designing, creating, or
redesigning course materials in Canvas (n=53, see Figure 32). One reason for the extreme time is
that captioning videos “takes a very long time” according to Jamee.

Figure 30: Q18- How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, or creating your course materials in Canvas before the
Pandemic?
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Figure 31:Q23 - How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your course materials in
Canvas during the Pandemic in Spring 2020 overall? (i.e. adding more assignments, material, videos, quizzes, reorganizing, etc.)

Figure 32:Q 40- For Fall 2020, how much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your course
materials in Canvas?

Workload
After faculty moved online, they needed to do a tremendous amount of work to redesign
their courses due to the new modality. The majority of faculty (79%)wrote, created, designed, or
redesigned their courses to a very great or great extent (n=57, see Figure 33) to continue teaching
their students. Forty-five faculty elaborated on their experiences in creating material during the
pandemic stating in open ended answers that they recorded videos, created modules for
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remaining content, designed discussion boards, wrote quiz and test questions, uploaded files for
readings, integrated supplemental materials, and reworded or reworked existing assignments.
Krista worked from spring semester, through spring break, into summer “doing all the things”
including taking training, searching for answers, and designing her courses in sandboxes when
her regular shells weren’t yet open. Thatcher said, “I did a ton over the summer, so the
summer… I literally never stopped working.” Extended answers about workload and stress
included:
•

My institution was switching over to Canvas starting in summer 2020. I taught a summer
course, so when the shutdown hit, I had to move completely online in Spring 2020 (still
in BlackBoard), while getting trained (online through Canvas’s system) for Canvas and
building a class to start in 8 weeks. For fall, two of my classes were 100% online through
Canvas (and I had to build those from scratch) and two were 50% f2f and 50% on
Canvas. I had to re-create many of my assignments and revisit my pedagogy to account
for the new LMS as well as the new hybrid style of classes.

•

Reformatted lectures to reduce reliance on in class activities and make lectures shorter for
recording. I designed new discussions and assignments for all classes as well as
instructional/tutorial materials for assignments that were moved online, such as labs for
statistics courses.

•

Having to do it without warning, having to move a course designed as Face2Face into the
online format, Canvas shortcomings, Canvas’ way of providing TOO MANY ways to do
something, clicking “publish” and setting BOTH due dates and closing dates for
dropboxes, and most of all, not being able to count on students knowing how to use the
Canvas features themselves.

•

PowerPoint demonstrations loaded, videos loaded, discussion critiques set up, assignment
drop boxes for art projects set up, grade book items increases, massive postings in
announcements, migrating handouts into files and pages.

•

We were offered online classes to teach us how to use Canvas. This was more
problematic than helpful, because I had to take these mandatory classes in the spring,
along with teaching my classes.
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Figure 33: Q20- To what extent did you write, create, or design in Canvas during the Pandemic in Spring 2020?

Although faculty struggled to move online during spring, fall was difficult due to
university, student, and modality course design expectations. One faculty member was frustrated
because “we had to be all things to all people: in person, synchronous online at the same time,
and asynchronous postings.” Others had to “prepar[e] for remote sync classes when … summer
shells were set up for asynchronous classes” and “trying to manage hyflex delivery and
designing around that.” Additionally, some universities and faculty had to switch back and forth
to in person classes to online with little notice due to outbreaks or quarantined students. Krista
stated that her university was fully online but some courses were synchronous while others were
asynchronous. She spent 733 hours in her Canvas course while grading and building, and Cat
“spent at least eight hours [in one day] …trying to shuffle assignment dates” because she wanted
the assignments to show up in students’ calendars.
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Stress
The stress levels of faculty changed drastically during 2020 due to workload and
expectations. Before the pandemic hit, the vast majority, 84%(n=58), felt no, a small amount, or
some stress while writing, designing, or creating courses in Canvas. Only 17% of faculty felt
stress to a great extent or to a very great extent while writing, designing, or creating courses in
Canvas at that same time (n=56, see Figure 34). After the move online, however, 65% felt stress
to a great or very great extent during this time period (n=49, see Figure 35), and 48 faculty
further elaborated on reasons why they felt additional stress while using Canvas during the
pandemic, with 89.53% negatively impacted. Faculty stated that the lack of training, responding
to many student emails, trying to get students to submit work, lack of childcare, the pandemic
itself, student mental health, maintaining ADA compliance, and the pressure to provide a similar
online experience to the traditional face-to-face courses caused stress. One faculty member
stated:
•

The stress I felt was pressure from students who didn't want to read the course materials
or even click into the course--they just wanted to jump from assignment to assignment on
canvas's ridiculous to-do list, which doesn't allow reading a file to be on that list. There
was also pressure to make videos. I hate videos. I hate having to learn via video and I
hate making them because to make a good one takes hours. I hate publishing a rough
draft of a video.
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Figure 34: Q19 - To what extent did you feel stress while writing, designing, or creating your courses in Canvas before the
Pandemic?

Figure 35: Q24:To what extent did you feel stress while writing, designing, or creating your course material in Canvas during
the Pandemic in Spring 2020?

Other faculty were stressed because of Covid, student issues, and university requirements.
Thatcher stated “the only time I [was] really, really stressed was in the spring, because there
were things I didn't know how to do. That's very frustrating, and my students needed things that
were beyond my capacity. They needed more than I could give them.” Another stated that they
were stressed because of the “uncertainly to everything else in life (outside of school/work).
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Other faculty members shared that they had a “high risk spouse,” had students who passed away,
and were worried about getting ill themselves. Some faculty wrote extensive explanations:
•

I think just the stress of what was going on outside of academics was hard. Also, my
students are RN to BSN students and the program was already all online. But hearing
their hardships of taking care of patients with the virus and their work schedules was
affecting their focus in the program. So I feel that stress of understanding their situation
but at the same time being an educator and reminding them that they are still enrolled in
school. They still had to turn assignments in on time.

•

I had to create the materials while teaching and taking the classes that taught me how to
do it. Everything was simultaneous. Beyond that, I’m being evaluated normally, so the
standard is to be 100% proficient during an emergency. That pressure is beyond stressful,
and honestly nobody in admin cares. Beyond that, I’ve spent all of my free time and a lot
of my own money to implement all this work.

Faculty commented on their worries about students: “student mental health,” “wanting students
to learn,” “student Wi-Fi bandwidth,” “health concerns,” “digital divide,” “students jumping
from assignment to assignment,” sending emails to “urge them to complete assignments on
time,” and “being uncertain about students being able to access/understand the changes.”
The stressful situations continued into the summer and fall. Fifty-three faculty members
indicated that they felt at least some stress while doing design and writing work with 51% of
faculty feeling stress to either a very great or great extent (n=53, see Figure 36). 49 faculty
elaborated by stating what they felt caused or added to their stress and workload at this time:
•

The same things that caused stress for Spring 2020. There were tight time-constraints
and a lot of work that normally wouldn't be necessary for my courses.

•

Redesigning pages and assignments based on what I learned in summer online course
design and pedagogy workshops, redesigning modules, making and editing new
videos for lessons, designing new assignments for more activity-based assignments
Still learning how to use Canvas.

•
•

I have to make sure all modules and pages are organized, clear, and concise. I also
have to make sure that students will look through them so self check quizzes
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•

Making sure the assignments could be seen by students and making sure that the
gradebook was up-to-date

•

Wow. Everything. Honestly. A new system, a new world, stress over design, stress
over my safety.

•

Poor design and lack of help

•

I used the entire summer trying to revise the course and design a template for the
department. It took the entire summer. I haven’t had a break in work since last winter
break. I’m exhausted. Again, the university is evaluating faculty as usual and expects
us to have “normal” evals despite all the extra work we’ve done, how tired we are,
etc. the expectations on faculty are nuts considering how many affordances we’ve
been asked to give due to the pandemic. We’ve got no leeway.

•

Trying to build courses to be in any mode of delivery, compressed schedule, more
student needs and questions

•

Creating reading guides for all readings in pages.

Amy felt like “not being proficient with Canvas [was] particularly burdensome” which kept her
from writing her courses easily. One faculty member stated that they “wish [they] were paid for
their time.

Figure 36:Q 41- For Fall 2020, to what extent did you feel stress while writing, creating, designing, or redesigning your courses
in Canvas?
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Stress levels were greatly affected by requirements such as technology use, course
changes, and university expectations. Pam said she was frustrated because her “role as an
instructor sort of becomes more and more diminished as [she] use[s] technology as the
Evaluation Tool.” She also felt like “the faculty …supported[ed] each other while being
mandated to support the students by the administrations… most of us are teaching because we
want to help the student but throw a couple of life vests our way.” Cat said that she was “livid”
and “frustrated” because she did a tremendous amount of work, and her institution continually
changed their schedule, so she had to redo her headers, overviews, and dates several times
adding to her workload and stress levels. Elizabeth felt that the move online “was awful” and
“terrible” because she had no idea how to replicate her face-to-face course online. Jamee said her
“stress level was very, very high because it was a lot… more work than [she] had anticipated.”
Karen said just learning technology during the pandemic was “pretty intense” and she experience
“a bit of difficulty.”
An issue that concerned one of the interviewees is the future. Pam explained that she
thought quite a bit about what the future might hold for faculty and wondered what the “fallout”
will be when universities realize that faculty developed fully sustainable online courses. What
happens when universities say:
‘we only need you to administer this course. Now, we don't need teachers. We need
facilitators.’ And you know, I’m not a Big Brother, conspiracy person, but I can see a
bean counter somewhere in an accounting office saying ‘you know what? We've got 200
English teachers teaching Basic English one day and once they get the perfect course that
meets all of our criteria. We don't need all of them. We don't need to be paying them
faculty rates. We just need people to manage it.’ So there is a point at which you kind of
don't want to over-engineer your work. But you want to engineer it to a place where it
meets all of the standards, but leaves enough room for intellectual innovation.
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Dealing with Workload and Stress
In order to deal with the stress and workload, faculty made decisions to help themselves
and their students get through the spring semester. Faculty decided to eliminate essays, made
assignment substitutions, change late policies, “redesigned study questions as discussion
boards,” and adjusted “lab hour req[uirement]s to fit students’ needs.” One faculty “scaled back,
omitting assignments in my usual online classes because now I had students who didn’t want to
be online and weren’t ready for the workload.” Cat decided to cut assignments, “truncate” the
final, and “streamline” the course. Elizabeth had no idea if her students had the bandwidth to
watch videos, and she was overwhelmed with the workload, so she decided to write out her notes
and post them in her classes rather than make videos. She said, “I just ended up literally writing
out what I would have said to you in class.”
Some faculty members felt that they did not want to design courses while teaching at the
same time in the fall, so they spent the summer writing and designing their courses. Cat argued,
“it is so much work to have a good quality course that students can navigate through,” and she
didn’t “want to be muddled up with course design during a semester” because she wanted “to be
available for [her] students.” Pam stated that her university wanted all faculty to “front load”
their courses, which meant that the majority of content needed to be uploaded before the
semester began which required significant work during the summer.

Much like in the spring and summer, faculty did what they could to deal with the stress
and workload in the fall. Andy decided that the workload was too heavy, and he felt he did not
need to create lecture videos or other content which would be disseminated asynchronously. He
said, “I can’t take the time to recreate everything in the world.” Luckily, he taught synchronous
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online courses in the fall and lectured via Zoom to approximate an in-class experience for his
students, and he also felt that such design and creation work would be pointless since he
anticipates returning to the classroom eventually. Ray realized that he could pace himself to be
only one week ahead of his students in order to avoid being overwhelmed with work and added
stress. Seth felt that his workload was easier to handle in the fall than the spring even though he
was teaching hyflex classes, but he decided to be “more relaxed with deadlines [and] be more
forgiving of excuses” to help students, but he admitted that it sometimes “led to more work” for
him to keep up with late grading.
A major contributor to workload and stress was the need to learn and utilize supplemental
technology since Canvas did not afford them specific design, collaboration, and synchronous
teaching functionalities. Faculty felt the need to find technology that would allow them to create
materials beyond the functionalities of Canvas: Zoom, VidGrid, FlipGrid, Kaltura, PowerPoint
with narration, Yuga which is similar to YouTube, Proctorio, Notability on iPad, Panopotico for
quizzes, Padlet, Google Docs, Kahoot, Camtasia, Top Hat which allows for interactive content,
Google Slides, Google Draw, and Canva. Because Cat and Pam recognized how important visual
aesthetics are in designing courses, they designed banners and other elements in Google Draw
and Canva, respectively. Cat did not believe that Canvas allowed her to design graphically
interesting content, and this choice adds to her workload. The technological skills of the faculty,
however, ranged from “not the most technically savvy person” to “high digital literacy,” which
affected their decisions. Andy stated that he did not want to learn new technology, so he avoided
using it. Others avoided learning and using supplemental technology because they didn’t want to
have to teach their students something else. Ray, however, would like to use Panoptico so he can
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integrate quizzes into his videos, but he is not allowed to embed the app into his Canvas course
until he completes training, which he doesn’t have time for.

Summation
This chapter presented survey, interview, and course screen shots data gathered from
faculty who taught undergraduate students while writing, designing, and using Canvas as their
Learning Management System. These results illustrate a wide range of experience with training,
course design, and online teaching, but all faculty felt stress and an increase on workload which
affected them negatively. As the next chapter will explain in detail, all faculty attempted to
design their courses in Canvas to the best of their abilities under extraordinary circumstances
given the lack of time, training, and both pedagogical and functional technological knowledge
and skills. Some faculty struggled due to move online at the start of the pandemic because they
did not know about some affordances in Canvas which prevented them from leveraging tools
properly. Other faculty neglected to question or analyze the technology in critical ways, but all
faculty were worried about their students and worked continuously throughout 2020 on course
design to help their students be successful.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

This chapter analyzes the survey and interview data presented in the Results chapter.
Although the majority of survey respondents had prior online teaching experience or training, all
faculty struggled to design their courses in Canvas when institutions migrated online due to
COVID-19. Due to pedagogical and Canvas functional technical knowledge and time
constraints, all faculty experienced heightened stress and workload levels which negatively
impacted their lives, and some faculty did not know about specific affordances in Canvas that
would have helped them to design their courses more effectively. Several faculty members stated
that they did not know that some affordances existed since the interface is not as “intuitive” as
they were told by others, which caused them to make design decisions that created confusion in
their classes and extra work for themselves. Spring 2020 was especially difficult for the majority
of respondents and interviewees due to the shock of the pandemic and forced online teaching
when they weren’t prepared, but summer was less stressful since they had more time to recreate
and redesign their materials in Canvas. All respondents and interviewees stressed the importance
of training, but not all faculty members had access to training before Spring 2020 or during the
pandemic.
Additionally, based on the analysis of affordance usage, this chapter develops an
educational affordance taxonomy which goes further than either Bower’s (2017) or Antonenko et
al.’s (2000) as discussed in the Literature Review to explain what faculty did while they designed
their courses in Canvas leveraging the affordances and overcoming constraints in Canvas’
educational interface. This taxonomy will help faculty evaluate technology choices in the future.
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Demographics
The survey and interview demographic data reveal that faculty in this study have
significant teaching experience and a high level of education, which may impact their abilities to
teach online. Unlike the Jaschik & Lederman (2019) Inside Higher Ed study which state that the
majority of higher education faculty did not have online teaching experience, the overwhelming
majority of faculty who filled out the survey in this study did have such experience. This could
be because the survey was disseminated on Facebook which requires some level of technological
use and skill, which is a limitation to this study. Additionally, faculty with more experience may
have been more comfortable sharing their experiences in both a survey and in interviews. The
majority of the respondents were also tenured with PhD’s and had significant yearly teaching
requirements since 54 out of 60 respondents taught more than 61 students during 2020.
Additionally, 65% of them had more than 11 years of teaching experience, which could have
given them more opportunities to teach online than faculty who taught for fewer years. The
majority of faculty also taught English, writing, or social science rather than hard sciences or
other types of courses, and these courses generally require intense student engagement.
Similarly, the majority of the interviewees were also tenured, had PhD’s, and taught more
than 11 years, which is representative of the survey data, but just over 54% did not have online
teaching experience, which is much lower than what the survey data shows because faculty who
had never taught online prior to the pandemic were oversampled for interviews. In order to
adequately explore how faculty utilized the affordances and overcame constraints of Canvas as
an educational interface, interviewing faculty who did not have online teaching experience is
vital. Additionally, the interview data matches the 54% of faculty who had never taught online
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according to the “2019 Survey of Faculty Attitudes on Technology: A Study by Inside Higher Ed
and Gallup” as discussed in the Introduction chapter. Although the 54% of interviewees that had
no online teaching experience cannot be generalized for the population studied in the above text
since the population for this study is small, it does shed light on the difficulties faculty may have
experienced.

Training and Support
Access to Training
Similar to the online teaching experience as discussed in the previous section, this study
shows that there is a significant difference in access to training prior to the pandemic in
comparison to Jaschik & Lederman (2019), who stated that less than half respondents had
training prior to the pandemic. This study shows that over 60% of the faculty received some
online or Canvas specific training prior to Spring 2020, which means that they had some
knowledge about how to shift online or utilize Canvas beyond a beginner’s level to help them
move materials into the LMS. The word some is emphasized since it is a vague term and can
mean a very basic understanding of online pedagogy or Canvas, and the training may not have
been sufficient to ensure a high level of online pedagogical or Canvas affordance knowledge.
Despite this difference, a significant number of faculty had no pedagogical or Canvas training
prior to the pandemic, which means that they were at a serious disadvantage since they had no
idea how to shift online during the pandemic or how to make sure their students would be
successful, especially during the spring. This lack of training certainly would have affected both
faculty and students and is especially problematic since using technology always complicates
132

teaching and learning; without necessary training, faculty may feel lost which would impact their
teaching and their mental state. Simply posting lecture notes and assignments to mirror what is
done in the classroom is not the same as utilizing Canvas in ways that make pedagogical sense in
an online course as discussed in the Introduction chapter of this dissertation.
As important as that training is, there are huge variations in how institutions approached
it. Considering that some training consisted of only a few hours, it is doubtful that such training
was in-depth enough to prepare faculty for teaching online through the pandemic. The training
ranged from three hours to a full semester, which indicates a vast difference in university
requirements and professional development opportunities. These variations could also indicate a
lack of institutional or faculty interest, time, or funding for such training. If institutions do not
see the value in pedagogical or technological training, they certainly would not fund the
endeavor. Additionally, if faculty had no interest in teaching online or with different types of
technology, they would not take training unless it was mandatory or perhaps if they were paid.
Due to time and workload issues, faculty may find it difficult to take a training course, especially
for an entire semester, outside of normal teaching. Certainly, no one expected a world crisis of
this magnitude would occur, but training is helpful in many situations.
Once all courses moved online, some institutions realized that faculty needed help. Some
faculty received at least a small amount of training during the spring semester after the pandemic
hit, but they were emergency short training sessions to help faculty solve immediate issues. As
with training pre-pandemic, the ways in which universities dealt with the training were vastly
different. IT departments, Centers for Teaching and Learning, other faculty, individual
departments, and instructional designers helped the faculty by answering design and pedagogy
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questions, and faculty, who had no idea where to begin in migrating online, found this helpful.
Several faculty members mentioned that they felt “lucky” to receive some kind of institutional
support and training. The fact that faculty felt this way is extremely concerning and illustrates
that they are aware that others did not receive any help and such help is outside the norm.
Faculty have come to understand they are responsible for making sure they know how to design
and teach their courses and use technology appropriately without institutional or departmental
help.
The pre-pandemic and pandemic training helped to boost faculty confidence in their own
online pedagogical and Canvas affordance skills, as seen from the fact that 42% of the
respondents also felt qualified to create their materials in Canvas to a very great or great extent
when the pandemic hit. While this does not necessarily mean that their designs were
pedagogically successful or that they knew how to utilize Canvas’ affordances adequately,
confidence is important. What is most concerning is that 22% felt they were qualified to a small
extent or not at all. This shows that some faculty were definitely not prepared for the shift online
pedagogically, technologically, or both. This also illustrates that these faculty did not utilize
Canvas during regular semesters, which shows the different ways in which faculty used the
technology prior to the pandemic Faculty who uploaded course content and designed their
courses in the LMS pre-pandemic were much better off when the shift online occurred although
it is not clear the extent to which they used the technology or if they critically considered the
impact that it has on students.
As the pandemic continued into Summer 2020, so did faculty training with 55% receiving
some form of training through their universities, which is much lower than the pre-pandemic
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training given to faculty and is surprising since no one believed the pandemic was over. This
discrepancy may be because faculty did not feel they needed more training even though it was
offered, faculty were burned out and needed a break, or training was simply not offered. Faculty
may also, like both Thatcher and Krista, have found training from other sources, like the
California Acceleration Project and WebX. They realized that they needed more information to
help them be successful as they designed their courses, so they actively sought out training that
their universities did not provide. This created a tremendous amount of work for faculty beyond
the action of course design.
Additionally, due to the ongoing health concerns, many faculty knew they were going to
teach online or face-to-face with limited student contact in hybrid, blended, or flex modalities.
Based on the open-ended answers and interview data, faculty sought out answers, asked
questions, critically evaluated their own pedagogy, and worked as hard as they could to develop
appropriate discipline specific content for their various modalities. In this way, they illustrated a
critical digital pedagogy. The lucky few who received training recognized its value since they
were able to create videos, learn about accessibility and ADA compliance, and identify
affordances in Canvas that they could leverage. Of those lucky few, a handful were even paid. In
fact, one faculty member stated she received money from her university appropriated from their
share of the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act, which was passed
by Congress in May 2020 to provide economic assistance during the pandemic. This brings up an
interesting issue. Why weren’t more faculty paid from CARES? According to an FAQ page from
the U.S. Department of Education (n.d.),
institutions of higher education [could] use up to 50 percent of the funds they receive[d]
to cover any costs associated with significant changes to the delivery of instruction due to
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the coronavirus so long as such costs do not include payment to contractors for the
provision of pre-enrollment recruitment activities, including marketing and advertising;
endowments; or capital outlays associated with facilities related to athletics, sectarian
instruction, or religious worship.
This means that higher education institutions would have been well within their rights to pay
faculty for online training and course development, which were needed to prepare them for the
fall. Since they were not, one could conclude that universities felt that the money should be spent
on other “more important” areas of education rather than on paying faculty for their time and
efforts. Based on the data, the majority of faculty were not paid for training prior to the pandemic
or once the pandemic began, but faculty wanted to be successful; therefore, they completed
unpaid training. More concerning is that several faculty members mentioned that they were
required to take summer training without being paid. No faculty, or any other worker for that
matter, should be required to work without being paid.

Types of Training and Support
Additionally, the pedagogical and Canvas training faculty received was different. Online
pedagogical training showed faculty how to change their approach to their discipline specific
material, the online environment, and their students since it is impossible to teach online with the
same mentality as face-to-face. Canvas training specifically showed faculty how to use the
platform, such as the gradebook, attendance, and assignment creation, but it did not focus on
what goes into the assignments. As stated above, depth of training was significantly different,
which put some faculty at a serious disadvantage. Without providing necessary training, these
faculty were forced to find information to help them develop their courses, even if they used
Canvas in their face-to-face courses. It is also harder, if not impossible, to critically consider the
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use of technology in the classroom and its benefits for students if faculty are not adequately
trained. In all cases, the time it took to take training or Google for more information required
faculty to go above and beyond their actual teaching, which needs to be acknowledged.
Additionally, training did not seem to include other educational technologies that may have been
beneficial to students. For example, faculty did not receive training on how to use Google Docs
to facilitate collaboration or Zoom to engage in synchronous video classes. Nor did the training
show all faculty how to use all affordances in Canvas. Canvas is a complex, multilayered
educational technology, and finding a balance between pedagogy and design affordances is
difficult and time consuming, especially if faculty are not trained on how to make the connection
between the two or how to leverage the affordances for the students’ benefit.
Since most faculty were tasked with teaching online or an online variation for fall, they
needed to learn how to teach in different modalities and make sure they content was accessible to
all learners. For example, teaching a course online synchronously is not the same as teaching
asynchronously, as discussed in the Introduction, and the courses need to be designed differently
even if they are otherwise the same course. Andy taught synchronously online and considered
the Canvas module organization that he learned in his training but determined that it did not fit
with his personal pedagogy, which illustrates a critical understanding of the effect such forced
organization in the technology would have on him and his students. His understanding and active
questioning, however, does not seem to be the norm even though all faculty did what they could
with their time and knowledge levels. Andy’s critical awareness clearly falls within Critical
Digital Pedagogy, which is a focus on how technology is used and the possible effects on
students. Although other faculty, such as Cat, also question course organization, such as tables,
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in making sure that students with screen-readers could access the information, this questioning
does not go far enough in making a critical connection to the technology itself as imposing only
limited choices. Additionally, the training faculty received did not include this type of awareness.
For example, Pam was concerned with being ADA compliant and took ADA training, but she
did not question what this actually meant for students in terms of making content accessible
regardless of external and internal factors.

No Access to Training or Support
Although many faculty members received some form of training, a significant percentage
did not. Pre-pandemic, 39% of respondents did not receive any online pedagogical or Canvas
training while 47% felt that during spring when the pandemic hit, they did not receive enough
training or support, or didn’t receive any at all, which means that faculty were forced into an
uncomfortable and frustrating position in determining how to design their courses in Canvas
without necessary skills. This research clearly shows that Canvas and pedagogical training
should be prioritized by institutions as professional development for faculty and supports
arguments from Kincheloe (2008) and Huston and DePetro (2007) that such training is “crucial”
for faculty success.
As with the data from pre-pandemic training, institutions varied in what they deemed was
important and necessary. Some institutions clearly approached the issue with an “all hands on
deck” mentality in their attempts to help their faculty while others completely opted out. Of
course, data in this dissertation does not show why the discrepancy exists, but faculty, and by
extension students, were impacted, nonetheless. The lack of training affected faculty decisions,
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such as limiting their assignments or content due to time and technological skill constraints,
causing a cascade to students. which may have negatively impacted student learning causing
students to miss important concepts presented in regular face-to-face or thoughtful and welldesigned online courses. Additionally, students were not always assessed to demonstrate
achievement of learning outcomes for courses due to the elimination of assignments; therefore,
students in these courses received less instruction than students in the same courses previous
semesters. Even though these faculty had no training, all faculty recognized their own lack of
pedagogical and Canvas knowledge and worked hard to overcome that deficit in some way such
as accessing online sources to help them understand how to move their materials online.
Essentially, all faculty in this study sought out answers to their pedagogical/Canvas questions, to
some extent critically reflected on their own pedagogy, and used technology to help them shift
online.

Canvas and Course Design
Course Content
The variation between pre-pandemic and Spring 2020 in content uploaded to Canvas was
broad. Not all faculty had uploaded content before the pandemic hit. In fact, 34% of the faculty
had no or very little content posted in the LMS, which meant that when the pandemic hit, those
faculty specifically had a significant amount of work to do so that their teaching could continue
through the spring semester. This number includes faculty who were using Blackboard in the
Spring and were transitioning to Canvas for full implementation in the fall. Based on the
previous section, many of these faculty, for the most part, were prepared for such a transition in
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terms of online pedagogy and Canvas due to the training they received, but they needed to do the
actual work to get it all loaded, which complicated their lives and their teaching. Those who were
not prepared needed to do the most work during the spring, such as redesign their courses during
a shocking pandemic crisis, deal with their own families, and continue to teach their students any
way they could. No faculty reported giving up on their classes or their students; in fact, the
majority felt the need to give their students as much content and grace as possible to help them
succeed. These faculty showed great strength and resilience in their efforts to provide content for
their students who needed to continue their education.

Designing in Assignment and Pages
The data shows that all faculty designed in Assignments, but not all used Pages in the
spring, mostly because faculty had no idea that there was a difference between the two tools or
they did not know that Pages was an option. Because a faculty member used Assignments as
Pages, this created columns in their gradebook, which would have caused significant issues for
the students. The majority of faculty also had some issues with either Assignments or Pages
illustrating the lack of necessary Canvas specific training before the pandemic and the need for
additional support during the pandemic. This also shows that the training some faculty received
was seriously deficient. Additionally, many assumed the Assignment survey question meant
assessment since several made comments about quizzes, which affected the data collected. It
could have been that faculty used the Assignment tool as a place for written quizzes as well, but
they did not explicitly state so. These issues illustrate design flaws in Canvas’ educational
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interface since faculty could not easily determine the usefulness or differences between the two
tools.
Faculty also realized that there were issues with Canvas, and these constraints affected
what they could do in the technology. One faculty member wanted to grade peer reviews easily,
and although Canvas affords faculty the ability to set up peer reviews through Assignments,
there is no clear or logical way to input specific grades for peer reviewers where students
complete this work. This in turn creates confusion and extra work for faculty because faculty
need to create another assignment, which populates in the gradebook, specifically for a peer
review grade. Additionally, one faculty had issues with rubrics. Rubrics can be created using the
tool on the left side toolbar, but when attaching a created rubric to an assignment, the dialog box
opens all rubrics in all courses the faculty has taught making it difficult to find an existing rubric.
Faculty may also not know that they can create a new rubric at the bottom of an assignment.
Such faculty confusion illustrates the need for specific and usable grading affordances, so faculty
can adequately and effectively do their jobs, but such affordances are not always embedded or
easy to find in Canvas. Faculty also had issues with Pages, especially after the mid-semester
update, which eliminated the embedding video affordance. Originally, the media affordance on
the Pages and Assignment tools bar had an embed video code feature, which was disabled and
deleted with no warning, causing confusion and forcing faculty to adjust by copying and pasting
URLs.
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Leveraging Affordances
As discussed in the Literature Review, affordances allow users to take action. Classifying
these affordances is necessary because human beings naturally want to make sense of the world
in which they live, but to do that, “things” need to be put in boxes so they can be understood
more easily. Essentially, classifications are smaller segments of like items that are ordered in
three ways according to Bowker and Star (2000): spatially, temporally, and spatio-temporally.
Items are grouped depending on the place and time in which the “namer” is located, and these
classifications can change depending on context. Specific affordance taxonomies such as those
by Bower (2000) and Antonenko et al. (2017) illustrate the power in the action that users can
take using educational technology and the power of naming those actions. Additionally,
classification systems are necessary because there is no way that we can “absorb and mentally
process” so much information, which needs to be retrieved “efficiently,” so that patterns can be
seen (Headrick, 2000, p. 17). These systems become even more important given the information
saturated world we live in. In terms of Canvas specifically, Instructure has embedded
affordances that faculty and students can utilize and naming those affordances through
taxonomies helps faculty understand what they can and cannot do and highlights power
dynamics embedded in the technology. For the purpose of this dissertation, the Canvas
affordances used by faculty will be analyzed through Bower’s and Antonenko et al.’s taxonomies
to help “order” and “process” actions that faculty took during the pandemic when transitioning
their courses online. Because not all affordances fall within their taxonomies, however, a new
educational affordance taxonomy will be developed to help faculty understand what took place
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during 2020 and to help other faculty make decisions for the 2021-2022 academic year in terms
of course design.
The majority of faculty utilized the affordances in Assignments, but not all to the same
degree, which illustrates that faculty either did not know how to use them or they were not
relevant to the teachers’ courses or pedagogy. All of the Assignment affordances are functional
in that that they allow faculty to do something actionable. One of the most used affordances is
submission type, which shows that it is the most important tool to faculty. Submission type
includes choices such as no upload, online, text entry website URL, media recordings, student
annotation, or file uploads, which can be further specified to type of file (pdf, docx, or pptx, for
example). This affordance allows faculty to determine the media type of upload for students, so
on the student-facing interface, this is an example of Bower’s (2008) media affordance as it deals
directly with the format of uploads. Neither Bower’s nor Antonenko et al.’s (2017) educational
affordances, however, properly specify the action that faculty can take in this instance. In fact,
when faculty can make a decision as to what students can do, this is an administration
affordance, which is different from Bower’s access-control affordance since it does not actually
give students any agency. This shows that faculty are concerned with the type of document as it
relates to the assignment. For example, if a teacher uses an Apple computer, they can read
.pages, but a teacher using a PC cannot.
There are other highly used Assignment affordances. Grade type is also valued by faculty
with since 92% of faculty use points while 90% use the Display Grade As feature. This
affordance changes the grade from points to percentage or even complete/incomplete, which
could be considered an example of Antonenko et al.’s(2017) adaptability affordance, but
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including a grading affordance would be more useful and accurate in this context. Grade type,
rubrics, and Speed Grader should be considered grading affordances of Canvas’ educational
interface as well since the term is more specific. Another highly valued affordance is the number
of submissions, which shows that faculty allow students the ability to resubmit, but this does not
mean faculty may allow for regrading since a student may resubmit before the due date without
faculty regarding the document. Turnitin is also used to a high degree which illustrates faculty
awareness of plagiarism. The high number of faculty who use Turnitin is not surprising since the
majority of respondents were in the English/Writing, Hu/Com, and Social Science disciplines as
those courses require many writing assignments. This is problematic in that, as stated in the
Literature Review neither faculty nor students know where those papers are stored or how the
information is mined and used by Turnitin and unless faculty change the default setting from
“standard paper repository” to “do not store the submitted papers.”
Other affordances provided to faculty include Assign To and Due, Group Assignment,
and Peer Reviews. Due dates are the most used affordance since keeping students on a schedule
is important during the semester, and the least used are Group Assignment and Peer Reviews.
The Assign affordances are examples of Bower’s (2008) temporal while the Group Assignment
and Peer Reviews are examples of Antonenko et al.’s (2017) socialization affordances on the
student-facing interface, but since they are affordances that allow faculty to make choices for the
student, these should be categorized as administrative affordances since faculty are making
student management decisions which illustrates an unequal power dynamic between students and
faculty. Additionally, these last two affordances are by far the most difficult and complex since
they require additional work by both faculty and students. In order to utilize the Group
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affordance, faculty have to first assign students to Groups in a different section of Canvas, which
is independent of the Assignments tool. This requires a high level of Canvas knowledge as well
as a significant time commitment by faculty. Although Groups helps to facilitate collaboration
among students, many faculty members found other technologies that more easily accomplish
the same goals, such as Flipgrid for more interactive discussions and WhatsApp for collaboration
and more timely communication, which illustrate the “workarounds” that boyd (2014) found in
her observations.
A major issue is that faculty do not know what the student sees once these affordances
are enabled. Each choice made by the faculty changes the student-facing interface, so unless
faculty utilize the “student view” and check what the student sees, faculty may not be able to
help students who have questions or issues. This is just one example of interface multiplicity
which affects the interpretation of content. For example, the student-facing interface for
assignment submissions greatly varies when the text submission or document upload options are
enabled. For students, the textbox does not automatically open unless they click the Submission
button, but faculty would not know that unless they checked since their faculty-facing interface
looks different. In this way, faculty have some control over the choices they make, but Canvas,
and in effect Instructure, have designed the interfaces in ways that take power and control away
from faculty. In fact, if a faculty does not know they can enable a “student view,” it causes
additional problems for both faculty and students. Analyzing the affordances in this way is
critical to successful course design, but such analysis is not done often enough since a high level
of technological and Canvas knowledge and time are needed.
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A significant number of faculty mentioned how they use Pages for overviews of weekly
modules, for the sake of consistency, which helps students know what to expect and what they
should do during the week. Faculty were concerned with students’ abilities to find important
information for the week, so they used multiple Canvas affordances including font color, font
size, variations in alignment, and hyperlinks, illustrating emphasis and navigation affordances.
Cat’s Overview page includes a gold and green banner across the top of the page to catch the
students’ attention as well as bolding, bullet points, highlights, and spacing so students
understand the logic of the module. Cat designed the banner in Canva because the design
affordances in Canvas are seriously lacking which forces faculty to design outside of the
platform and upload images taken from elsewhere. Again, Cat’s page illustrates a critical
awareness of interface design and the affordances and constraints in Canvas. Krista’s overview
page, on the other hand, includes a large block of text, no color, and no hyperlinks directing
students where to go. It does, however, include large font for the heading and a line across the
page signifying a sub-section, which are very helpful. Utilizing the emphasis and navigation
affordances requires additional time and awareness of design principles as well as understanding
some learning theory, which some faculty may not possess.
Instructure designed their toolbar in a way that invites usability. The toolbar at the top of
the Pages’ and Assignments’ interfaces is much like Microsoft Word products, so faculty can
easily understand some of the affordance options at their disposal even they are not trained on
how to use Canvas specifically. As faculty designed their courses for fall, they paid close
attention to designing for clarity and usability, so students could find information easily
illustrating two of Bower’s affordances: emphasis and usability. 92% of respondents used bullet
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points while 90% used bold, and 84% used different size fonts. Additionally, 68% and 62% used
italics and different colors, respectively. Seth’s assignment shows that he used different size
headings in bold set off with double spaces as well as numbered bullet points emphasizing the
steps needed to complete the assignment. One problematic aspect of this assignment design,
however, is that the font size for both the regular text and headings is extremely small which not
only neglects spatial affordance but could cause issues for students with vision impairments.
Elizabeth’s assignment also uses double spacing to help students read the information, but she
does not use any emphasis beyond numbered questions. She provides a URL hyperlink to a PBS
video, which shows that she understands how to copy and paste URLs but did not use the
hyperlink affordance as discussed above since she did not write out a description of the link and
hyperlink it to the URL, which probably saved her additional time and energy. Elizabeth’s
students will know what questions to answer, but she did not provide submission information,
which may be problematic for students.
Based on the survey, upload images is also a highly used Canvas affordance. Images,
which are media and aesthetic affordances, could be from the web which have been downloaded
to a local computer and uploaded into Canvas. Faculty are clearly aware that visual imagery
helps students understand concepts or pay more attention to the aesthetic design, such as
including a banner. Andy created his banner with an image and text overlay through additional
design work in PowerPoint since Canvas does not afford such graphic design work. This
constraint illustrates another educational affordance that needs to be added to the new taxonomy,
however: graphic designing. Graphic designing in this case means that faculty can manipulate
visual images by adding text, color, shapes, or pictures in a way that help students to understand
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concepts or make pages more visually engaging. Andy’s banner shows students the theme of the
course visually in an interesting way. Additionally, images help to make assignment and pages
more “friendly” as one faculty member stated. Compelling graphics, such as the landscape in
Amy’s class, catch students’ attention, although this graphic is quite large and overpowers the
text above it which may cause some students to overlook the text itself. Critically reflecting on or
analyzing design with students in mind may have been neglected since faculty were
overwhelmed with work.
This research shows that the most used affordance was the external hyperlink option
(Bower’s media and navigation affordances) which allows faculty to paste a URL into the text
space, so students can go to a website or YouTube video directly. Canvas allows for
hyperlinking two ways: copying and pasting the URL directly onto the page, or using the media
button at the top of the tool bar and pasting the URL into it to attach it to a description of the
website. The toolbar shows an icon that is similar to a play button and a musical note, but faculty
may assume this is for music only and not for videos or websites unless they click the caret next
to it. Thatcher opted to copy and paste external URLs without using the external hyperlink
affordance which would have let her describe the website and attach the hyperlink. Doing this
prevented the students from seeing the titles of the videos they could watch and no description
was included. She also uploaded files directly into the page rather than describing the document.
This is much different than Jamee’s approach since she described all of the links creating a
cleaner, easier to read textual interface for her students. These two examples show that faculty
designed their courses to the best of their abilities to help their students find needed information,
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but Jamee’s approach is more difficult requiring a higher level of affordance knowledge and time
commitment than Thatcher’s approach.
Some faculty approached their assignment much differently than others by using tables,
color, or html. Andy, Jamee, and Cat believe that color, tables, and different size fonts are
important to students, and Cat’s design is colorful and provides signals that not only tells
students what to do but shows them through textual explanations and example highlights as well,
which exemplifies emphasis and aesthetic affordances. Additionally, she provides hyperlinks on
the left side section of the table, each of which are in different colored boxes and outlined in
black. On the right, she includes an outline of the assignment in a block of color. There are two
ways to achieve this design, either through the table affordance or by writing the html. Either
way, however, the design illustrates complexity and a high level of Canvas knowledge as well as
interface and affordance awareness, but such use of color could be problematic for visually
impaired individuals. Neither of Bower’s nor Antenenko’s taxonomies account for using a table
as an organizational tool. Although Bower’s spatial affordance takes movement into account, it
is not specifically about organization nor are tables illustrating any kind of navigation through
course material. Therefore, another educational affordance needs to be added to the new
taxonomy: organizational affordance. At the top left of the table, she also includes a small image,
and she includes bullet points in the text at the right. In this one assignment, Cat illustrates an
awareness of emphasis, navigation, usability, media, and aesthetic affordances in her design
showing that she understands how to design visually interesting, easy to follow guidelines for
assignments. This design, however, takes a significant amount of time to create, which many
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faculty members do not have or are not willing to spend, especially when complex design is not a
paid effort.

Overcoming Constraints
Using templates or writing coding in the html editor represents opposite ends of the
design and knowledge spectrum. The technological proficiency of the respondents and the
interviewees varied greatly with several making comments about age as a contributing factor.
Several faculty members, including Karen, stated that their older age created technological
barriers in their attempt to design their courses. Being a “boomer,” as she was called by a
colleague, does not mean that she cannot learn to write in html. She admits that she has some
html knowledge but mostly uses templates to save herself time and anxiety. Her Start Here
template clearly shows important design principles, such as grouping and contrast due to her
section headings which include colored icons, lines across the page, and headings. Creating this
design would be impossible using only the toolbar affordances; therefore, someone wrote the
html code and provided the template to university faculty, which saved them time and stress
since they did not have to figure out how to do this on their own. Providing such clean looking
and easy to navigate templates to faculty would help them create consistent, well-designed
courses and would be particularly helpful to faculty who have less Canvas and technological
knowledge because they could insert their content directly into the design.
Faculty also relied on others to help them with HTML. Pam talked about how a friend
shared an HTML cheat sheet which she found extremely useful. Being able to translate such
code in a useable way in the html editor, however, also illustrates significant coding knowledge.
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Pam’s functional use of the HTML code cheat sheets created a visually beautiful and usable
design. She created tabbed pages with graphics on the left and text on the right separated into
sections with headings and bullet points. There is only one way to create tabbed pages in Canvas:
through the HTML editor by writing code. Canvas does not include any affordance on the
toolbar that would quickly and easily allow faculty to create such a design. That being said, this
tabbed page is by far the most successful educational interface in terms of clarity, usability, and
consistency and illustrates multiple technological affordances: media, emphasis, personalization,
aesthetic, and synthesis. Canvas allows for code to be written in the HTML Editor which looks
just like code written in notepad rather than an HTML generator; however, a recent update to
Canvas includes a second HTML interface called the “Pretty HTML Editor” versus the “Raw
HTML Editor” as it is now called. Writing code in the HTML Editor illustrates Bower’s
aesthetics affordance as faculty use this tool in order to make their designs more visually
attractive. However, the HTML Editor could also fall into the new organizational affordance if it
is used to segment, or chunk, information, include drop down menus directly into the interface,
or create tabs, which organizes content into a logical flow. Doing this is almost impossible
without code, which creates a barrier that the majority of faculty have trouble overcoming.
Several faculty used the word “intuitive” in both their open answers and interviews. The
idea that interfaces should be “intuitive” means faculty expect that they can use the affordances
easily and understand how they could achieve their goals quickly. This reflects Norman’s
argument about objects using “natural signals” in design that tell users what they can do with the
object. Such intuitiveness is facilitated by the design of the toolbar in Pages and Assignments
with the Microsoft icons as discussed above. In fact, faculty repeatedly said they were told by
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others that Canvas’ interface is intuitive, but many still struggled. Based on the research, it seems
that faculty who had never taught online, were older, and recently transitioned to Canvas
struggled the most while faculty who were “technologically savvy” and used Canvas, even
sparingly pre-pandemic, fared better during the pandemic. Canvas requires faculty to move
through multiple interfaces as they navigate through Modules, Assignments, Pages, and Quizzes,
and each section of the platform is different requiring significant time and patience on the part of
faculty. The expectation that any technology is “intuitive” for all users or usable and reliable
according to Bower’s taxonomy, is detrimental to the psyche the individuals who struggle.
Overall, however, faculty realized that regardless of the intuitive(less)ness of the platform or the
perceptions of others, they needed to design their courses in ways that allowed students to best
learn their discipline specific course content under extraordinary circumstances. These faculty
spent additional hours searching for help via Google, YouTube, and outside workshops and
classes, which added to their workload while designing.
As faculty continued to work and learn more during the summer, they realized there were
other constraints to Canvas that affected their ability to design courses. Pedagogically, faculty
had definite ideas about what they needed to teach, how they wanted to present the information,
and what they should be able to do in Canvas, such as chunking content by including segmented
lines in their design, but Canvas does not have a functionality for that, which caused frustration.
One faculty member mentioned the lack “of standardization,” such as setting p.m. instead of a.m.
for all assignments, which is an excellent point. As with any technology, attention to detail is
really important and oftentimes frustrating and annoying, causing significant time and an
awareness of minutia required in setting up assignments, for example. There is no way to easily
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change all dates or times in one place; instead, a user needs to go into each individual assignment
to set up the parameters properly. Standardization of design in the Assignments and Pages is also
difficult to achieve unless faculty know that they can duplicate assignments and pages from the
main Assignment and Pages interfaces and then change the text within each duplicated
Assignment or Page. This requires a high functional affordance understanding, which many
faculty members do not possess. To that end, a standardization affordance would be extremely
helpful and would eliminate unnecessary steps for faculty.

Accessibility
As stated in the Training and Support section, many faculty members, especially those
who learned about accessibility in their training, were concerned about accessibility of their
courses and focused on making their design accessible to all learners. Several, however, did not
know about the accessibility checker affordance which is embedded in the interface for each
Assignment and Page interface. The accessibility checker is a person in a circle icon next to the
word count below the text box where content can be written. Both Pam and Cat were especially
concerned with accessibility in their courses, but neither used the accessibility checker in
Assignments and Pages, which is surprising, especially since they both had taught online prior to
the pandemic, had training, and felt they were more than qualified to design and teach in Canvas.
Some may think that the accessibility tool should be considered usability and technical
affordance issues in Canvas, but the definitions for both usability and technical according to
Bower do not fit. Just because an interface is easy to use does not mean that an individual can
use it. Because of this, an accessibility affordance will be added to the new taxonomy.
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Additionally, if the icon were on the top toolbar along with the other icons, faculty would see the
affordance more easily. When faculty click the accessibility icon, a window opens to the right of
the screen showing how many accessibility issues were found; however, the information is
sometimes difficult to interpret, which means that faculty need to find more information about
the accessibility checker so they understand how to fix the issues.

Other Canvas Affordances
The affordances discussed above come standard in all versions of Canvas, but
universities can also pay for additions, which many faculty members find helpful. These
additions expand the functionalities of Canvas’ educational interface allowing faculty to design
their courses more easily. For example, Krista’s Yuja allows her to record videos and post them
directly into her courses, without needed to use other technology, such as YouTube. Krista’s
university also pays for an Immersive Reader which heightens the accessibility of written content
for students. On the one hand, these affordances help faculty make their content more accessible
for students, but on the other, they require additional training, guidance, and time to use
effectively.

Workload and Stress
Time
Designing a course in Canvas takes additional time which increases faculty workload.
Before the pandemic, 43% of the respondents spent an extreme or a lot of time creating their
materials in Canvas, but this number jumped to 78% during the spring semester when the
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pandemic hit illustrating a higher workload for faculty. This additional time in creating and
uploading materials was in addition to answering emails, Zooming with students, and grading as
usual. Many faculty members commented on time issues in their open answers. When the
pandemic hit, there were significant differences in the amount of time faculty were given to
move materials online, ranging from two days to two weeks. Under the best circumstances doing
design work is difficult, but under the pressure from universities, students, and time constraints,
faculty were extremely strained. It’s hard to use the word “luckily” in this scenario, but the
pandemic hit when most universities were either on or about to go on Spring Break, which gave
some, though not all, faculty more time to upload course content. Additionally, some faculty
were given an extra week to work on their courses, which benefitted them, but this also means,
however, that faculty worked during time when they should have been on vacation, giving free
labor to their universities and students.
Time was also an issue during summer with 83% spending an extreme or a lot of time
writing, designing, creating, or recreating their course materials in Canvas. In fact, all
respondents spent time designing, when in reality, they should have been off for the summer.
This work is over and above their “regular” requirements for teaching courses and in addition to
the training that faculty took during summer, all without pay. Since faculty worked over Spring
Break and during summer to prepare for fall, all respondents and interviewees worked
continually for at least a year from winter break 2019 to winter break 2020. This increase in time
committed to designing their courses meant less time for themselves and their families.
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Workload
As stated previously, many faculty members had not uploaded any content to Canvas
prior to the pandemic which meant that they had a significant amount of work to do beyond their
regular emails with students and grading requirements. In fact, 79% of the faculty wrote,
designed, or redesigned their courses in the spring, which is an astronomical percentage of
faculty. This is in addition to dealing with their own children’s education and general life
expectations. Along with creating materials, some faculty were forced to take mandatory training
which added greatly to their workload. Faculty also noted that their students required more from
them, including teaching them how to use the technology or how to access important course
content. This new layer of work added to already overloaded faculty.
During the fall, faculty were required to teach online, face-to-face, split, and hybrid
modalities, and sometimes the same course in different formats, which meant that they needed to
redesign each section differently to account for the modality expectations. Krista mentioned
spending 733 hours in one course during a semester which means that she spent almost 49 hours
a week for 15 weeks working in the course shell. This doesn’t take into account other courses
and other work she had to complete. This is not an isolated experience. Faculty do not “punch a
clock” and do not work traditional 40-hour work weeks. Universities expect faculty to teach
students, but doing so during a pandemic effectively takes an enormous amount of work that
takes away from family, other life experiences, and friends.
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Stress
A significant increase in faculty stress is demonstrated by the data as well. Before the
pandemic hit, only 16% felt stress to a very great or great extent while designing their content in
Canvas, which shows that very few faculty members were stressed by designing in Canvas
during “normal” years. However, this changed drastically during the spring when the pandemic
hit and everyone moved online with 65% feeling stress to a very great or great extent.
Additionally, all faculty felt stress to some extent during the spring, which is concerning since
stress affects health, and the stress continued into the summer. Luckily, the summer stress was
less than in the spring with 57% indicating they felt stress to a very great or great extent. The
increase in stress during the spring and drop in the summer is due to time. During the spring,
faculty members had no extra time beyond what their institutions gave them as extensions of an
extra day or week of Spring Break, so they worked to upload as much content as possible to help
students complete the semester. The drop during the summer seems to be because faculty had
more time to take training and work on their classes, but as pointed out in the Training and
Support section, very few faculty received any compensation for training, and it is rare for
faculty to be compensated for course development. The fact that faculty spent more time
designing during summer but felt less stress illustrates that time greatly affected stress levels in
relation to other demands such as taking care of household and childcare duties.
As would be expected, the pandemic also greatly affected faculty stress levels during
2020. Pandemic issues included moving online and the illness itself. The move to a foreign
modality affected some faculty since they had no experience with online learning in the past.
One faculty mentioned that they “didn’t even know what it should look like,” which would
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naturally cause extreme stress. Others did not know how to convert face-to-face courses into
content and assignments for online implementation either which affected their pedagogy.
Additionally, faculty were concerned with their health as well as that of their families and
students due to Covid. Shut downs, rampant illness, mental health challenges, and fear due to the
pandemic increased stress levels across the board. New stressors such as the need for Wi-Fi and
technology by both faculty and students were also factors that greatly concerned faculty. Before
the pandemic, the digital divide was already wide, but the pandemic worsened it, especially since
some faculty (and students) had no money for technology. This divide varied across institutions
due to locale (such as rural Wisconsin) and some made decisions to pass out technology to those
who needed it, but again, all institutions dealt with the issue in vastly different ways causing
more stress to those who didn’t receive help. Also, since all schools moved online, including K12, faculty who were parents needed to oversee their children’s education in addition to working
on their own classes. The bottom line is that faculty were hit from all sides, which affected their
stress levels and ultimately their course designs.
Several faculty members felt alone and like their universities were no help, which added
to their stress. One faculty member stated “honestly nobody in admin cares. Beyond that, I’ve
spent all of my free time and a lot of my own money to implement all this work,” which
illustrates a sense of helplessness, frustration, and abandonment while during important work. At
this point, faculty were being bombarded with messages from media, social media, and
universities to extend grace and flexibility to students, but none was extended to faculty. Another
faculty member was concerned about being evaluated by their university “as usual” with
expectation of “‘normal’ [student] evals despite all the extra work.” This experience is not
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isolated to one faculty, and overall, such expectations greatly affected faculty morale and
deepened their feelings of negativity. Faculty needed help designing their courses, understanding
the technology, and feeling heard, but the data shows feelings of abandonment which affected
course design and faculty stress levels. It should also be noted that the literature proves stress
affects health. For example, the American Psychological Association (2018) states that long term
exposure to stress affects multiple systems in the human body causing significant damage,
including to the heart, blood vessels, immune system, and nervous system. The effect of stress on
faculty during 2020 will no doubt cause serious issues in the future.

Dealing with Workload and Stress
In order to mitigate some of the stress, faculty decided to change their design and course
approaches. Andy, for example, determined that the positives did not outweigh negatives to
creating multiple course videos. In making this decision, he put his family and his personal time
ahead of his courses and students, which is totally understandable. Often faculty are made to feel
that students must come first, but this is highly problematic in that teaching is a job; it is not a
lifestyle that should require faculty to give more of themselves than the amount for which they
get paid. Although Seth felt more prepared than Andy, he also made a decision to shift his
approach by being more mindfully “relaxed” and “flexible,” but that came with an unintentional
cost - more grading toward the end of the semester which caused him more stress in the end.
Other faculty worked harder during the summer by designing all content rather than waiting until
the semester, but this work was off contract. The bottom line is that faculty need to teach
courses, but when additional work is loaded onto them such as during the pandemic, something
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should give, or faculty should have been compensated for the additional work, and they were not
beyond any payment for training.
Faculty also realized that they needed to learn and use technologies outside of Canvas
since pedagogically they felt Canvas did not offer appropriate ways to convey their content.
Many of the technologies that faculty choose, such as Zoom, Top Hat, Padlet, FlipGrid, and
Kahoot, offer interaction affordances that Canvas does not. Although students can use discussion
boards and groups in Canvas to interact with one another, faculty determined that those tools did
not provide the level of interaction they wanted in their classes. This interaction is similar to
Antonenko et al.’s socialization affordance; however, socialization implies more than interaction
with others. In socialization, students come to understand or even adopt the norms and attitudes
of others. Interaction, on the other hand, also includes answering questions in the middle of a
video. In this way, an interaction affordance is a more umbrella terms which would include
socialization as well as collaboration which is when students work together on a project or paper.
Also, faculty wanted graphic design affordances, such as drawing and graphic manipulation, that
Canvas does not provide, so they opted for Google Draw or Canva These constraints forced
faculty to find educational technologies that allowed them to provide course content in other,
more visually interesting and transactional, ways. Due to these reasons, interaction and design
affordances will be added to the new taxonomy. It must be noted that many of these technologies
would need to be taught to students as well. For example, if faculty opted for Kahoot or Poll
Everywhere to facilitate interaction, which is an important component of Critical Digital
Pedagogy, then the faculty adds more to their workload since they need to teach students how to
use the technology.
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Additional Educational Affordances
As argued above, not all course design actions taken by faculty during 2020 fell into
Bower’s or Antonenko et al.’s taxonomies due to their limitations and lack of specificity.
Therefore, a new taxonomy was developed (see Table 15). These new affordances are integral to
the teaching and design work that faculty do for their courses using technology. Grading,
administrative, organizational, and accessibility affordances can be found in Canvas’ educational
interface, but in some respects, they are unnecessarily difficult to use or do not allow faculty to
do what they need to do pedagogically. For example, changing grading options to points or
percentages is easy enough to do in the Assignment faculty facing interface, but grading peer
reviews is highly difficult since Canvas does not give an option and faculty need to figure out
workarounds, such as creating a separate assignment just for peer review grades. The
standardization affordance, which would allow faculty to create Pages or Assignments with the
same due times or section numbers on one page easily, would be very helpful to faculty but is
non-existent in Canvas. Such a feature can be added such as Ray’s Assignment Due Date
changer, but this looks like an addition by his university. Faculty also found interaction and
graphic design affordances necessary, but since Canvas does not provide them, they utilized
other educational technologies to achieve their goals. Combining these affordances with Bower’s
and Antonenko et al.’s taxonomies allows for explanation of a broader range of actions and can
help faculty evaluate the technology they use to facilitate their courses and student learning.
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Table 15: Additional Educational Affordances

Affordance
Grading

Administrative
Organizational
Standardization
Accessibility
Interaction

Graphic Design

Description

Example

Assigning points,
Complete/Incomplete,
providing feedback
Management of what students
can do
Connection between concepts

Attaching a rubric which
helps with assignment
grading
Determining type of uploads;
putting students into Groups
Use of tables

Regularity across the
platform
Ensures content can be
accessed regardless of ability
Socialization, collaboration,
interacting with content or
others

Duplicate, change dates
quickly and easily
Accessibility checker, alt-tags

Graphic manipulation,
drawing

Using Google Docs to write a
joint paper, Flipgrid for
discussions, WhatsApp for
conversation
Canva, PowerPoint, Google
Draw

The affordances and constraints in Canvas’ Pages and Assignments greatly impacted
faculty course design and development of course materials as shown in this dissertation. Both
Pages and Assignments include all of Bower’s affordances such as emphasis (bullet points,
bolding), media (for input and output of media files), spatial (increasing font size), temporal
(giving access), etc. Pages and Assignments also include all of Antonenko et al.’s affordances
such as metacognitive, personalization, adaption, and socialization. Not all faculty actions can be
analyzed through these taxonomies, however; therefore, a new taxonomy was needed to describe
their actions to help future faculty analyze educational technologies that could be useful in their
course design. Additionally, the toolbar in Canvas utilizes metaphors and typography of other
technologies that faculty use regularly; therefore, they seem to understand how to use them, but
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they don’t always use them to signify important ideas or to design aesthetically pleasing
interfaces for their students. This could be because they simply don’t know how to utilize the
affordances to design visually aesthetic and pedagogical appropriate content or they couldn’t
dedicate more time to their course development and design. The majority of designs illustrate
navigation and usability, but they are not always designed cleanly with an awareness of interface
design as discussed by Redish in the Literature Review chapter of this dissertation.
When faculty were constrained by the technology, they first investigated whether Canvas
allowed them to design their courses the way they wanted by Googling, watching YouTube
videos, and asking other faculty. When they couldn’t find the answers they needed, or they
learned that Canvas could not accomplish their goals, they sought out alternative technologies
that allowed them to work within their own pedagogical framework and comfort and skill levels
to help their students. Both of these steps required additional time and energy from faculty in
addition to their normal grading and teaching schedule. Multiple constraints of Canvas’
educational interface were discovered in the research for this dissertation, such as rubric issues,
no way to wrap text around images, inability to segment or chunk content easily, etc. Faculty
needed to figure out workarounds, such as using templates that they may not have felt
comfortable using previously, learning and writing HTML code, or finding other technologies to
facilitate their courses.
Since the majority of the respondents and interviewees had some kind of training prior to
the pandemic, either pedagogical or specifically about Canvas, they felt less stress while working
in Canvas to develop their courses prior to the pandemic, but not all faculty had any content
uploaded before the pandemic hit in Spring 2020. During the spring, stress and workloads
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increased to an extreme because faculty were frantically trying to deal with designing their
courses under unprecedented circumstances. Additionally, since some faculty had no experience
at all teaching online, they didn’t know how to effectively utilize the affordances in Canvas, nor
could they design a pedagogically sound online course. Faculty, however, had more time to learn
and work in the summer figuring out how to leverage the affordances and overcome constraints,
but this exponentially increased their workload. Conversely, their stress decreased from the
spring, mostly due to the additional time they had to work. Despite this fluctuation, all faculty
felt stress for multiple reasons, but the affordances and constraints of Canvas’ educational
interface significantly impacted faculty workload and stress levels. All faculty surveyed and
interviewed for this study worked during all of 2020 to design their courses in ways that allowed
their students to learn the course material. As stated above, when faculty were constrained by the
technology, they made choices that added to their workload. All of these choices required more
time and work from faculty beyond their regular teaching duties, which took their attention away
from their families and other life responsibilities.

Summation
As shown in this chapter, training before and during the pandemic greatly helped faculty
design their courses for online implementation, but not all faculty received such training, and
most who did were not paid for their time and effort, which impacted their life-work balance and
stress levels. Additionally, the types and duration of training varied from institution to institution,
and when faculty were not given the information they needed from their institution, they sought
out answers via Google, other faculty, or YouTube, which added to both their stress and
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workload levels. Many faculty members felt abandoned, with good reason, as they were solely
responsible for moving their course material online during the pandemic, utilizing affordance to
design easily navigable courses, and dealing with the pandemic. Faculty were much more
successful in their designs over the summer since they had extra time to design and learn online
pedagogical best practices and Canvas skills, but this work was off contract and therefore unpaid
labor. The findings illustrate that both institutional and Canvas constraints affected faculty due to
their power over the faculty, and all faculty in this study felt pressure to keep working to benefit
their students regardless of pedagogical or Canvas skills.
Chapter Six: Conclusion will develop a new teaching cycle, answer the research
questions, and look to the future.
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION
As shown in the Literature Review, Critical Digital Pedagogy argues for an equal
distribution of power through dialogic, two-way communication in the classroom and a mindful
use of technology. Faculty need to understand that power dynamics are embedded in the
hardware and software, which allow some actions and prevent others. How can such analysis
take place during a pandemic when faculty are not properly trained and do not have time or
functional technical knowledge? Crisis/Resilience Pedagogy argues for accessible courses
regardless of internal and external factors, including pandemics. In other words, regardless of
any eventuality, courses need to be designed in accessible ways while allowing students to have
a say in their own learning. Further, this dissertation believes that Canvas is an educational
interface functioning as a boundary, which translates discipline-specific material and content
filtered through multiple interfaces including screen/hardware, software, algorithms, etc,
between the instructor and students. Within this interface are affordances, or tools, through
which faculty design courses in clear and easily navigable ways.
Based on this information, this chapter will develop a new teaching framework to
illustrate faculty action and feelings while designing their courses in Canvas during the pandemic
is 2020. First, the Critical Digital Teaching Cycle as presented below illustrates Critical Digital
Pedagogy’s underlying arguments; however, given the tight time and extreme stress, only one
faculty member achieved this level of reflection and analysis on his use of technology in his
courses. Second, this cycle is augmented with interface and affordance awareness in the second
teaching cycle: Critical Digital Teaching Cycle augmented with Interface and Affordance
Awareness. Faculty recognized issues with the lack of “intuitiveness” of Canvas’ educational
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interface, but no faculty discussed or addressed the interface multiplicity within the technology
itself or the student-facing interface which could cause some students to be confused and unable
to find necessary content. Although many faculty members had issues with Canvas’ affordances
in Pages and Assignments during the spring, faculty fared much better in the summer leading
into fall, and they explored other technologies when Canvas constrained them. Lastly, the
Pandemic Teaching Cycle reflects faculty action and feelings during 2020. This cycle
contextualizes faculty teaching through the pandemic.

Teaching Cycles
Critical Digital Teaching Cycle
This study focuses on how faculty leveraged affordances in Canvas and overcame
constraints during the pandemic in 2020 and how doing so affected their stress and workloads.
Because Digital Critical Pedagogy calls for a major shift in the traditional approach to teaching
at all levels from choosing the technology, analyzing why and how it is used, and focusing on
student agency and access, the results from the survey and interviews show that not all faculty
were able to achieve this type of critical analysis, especially during the spring when the
pandemic first hit. Based on Digital Critical Pedagogy, however, this dissertation has created a
Digital Critical Teaching Cycle (DCTC) (see Fig. 37) to illustrate a workflow framework for
teaching while maintaining critical analysis of technology integration in the classroom (both
face-to-face and online). Analysis of technology ensures that students will benefit from the
inclusion of specific technologies in teaching and learning.
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Figure 37: Critical Digital Teaching Cycle

The CDTC illustrates a balanced, equalized power distribution between faculty and
students which is the fundamental shift away from the traditional “banking” model discussed
earlier in this dissertation. Additionally, the two-way communication between students and
faculty also illustrates a democratic, dialogic practice, which should take place during learning
process. As critical teachers and beyond the class power distribution, faculty need to determine
the effectiveness, accessibility, and usability of technology on student learning, but since no one
expected the pandemic which was (and still is) a catastrophic, many faculty in this study were
not prepared. The issue is, however, that interruptions to teaching can occur at any time. For
example, southeastern states often deal with hurricanes that cause destruction and power outages.
Other states deal with fires and ice storms, which also interrupt instruction. This means that
faculty need to be mindful of events that could possibility interrupt their teaching and build in
alternate instructional methods, such as videos or pdfs, to ensure students can continue with their
education. This adds workload to already strained faculty, however.
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Faculty should also not use technology just for technology’s sake; rather, it should
enhance instruction or be necessary for other reasons, such as to facilitate collaboration or
communication in the physical or online classroom. This model of education is much more
difficult to achieve and requires a significant amount of time, training, and reflection on the part
of the educator as well as critical analysis of the technologies, including the underlying power
dynamics inherently embedded in the technology by the companies, which are brought into the
classroom or online environment. Faculty should analyze the technology for effectiveness,
usability, and utility, and there is an equalized distribution of power through student answers and
questions about content with faculty. This pedagogical model is significantly better for students
as they become active stakeholders in their own learning. The complicating factor in DCTC is
that faculty have no control over the LMS, such as Canvas, that they are required to use;
therefore, a level of power is taken from faculty, which affects the choices they can make.

Critical Digital Teaching Cycle with Interface Awareness
To complicate teaching and learning further, some faculty who use technology in their
classes are not always aware of the boundaries between themselves, hardware, software, content,
and students that affect their choices and impact their teaching practices. These boundaries are
interfaces that translate information at many levels, which affect user understanding on both the
faculty and student sides. As stated in the Interface section of the Literature Review, there are
several definitions of interface, but this dissertation takes the premise that interface is the effect
boundaries have on the transference of educational information from user to and from
technology. In this case, the users are faculty who designed their courses in Canvas, but students
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are also affected by these boundaries and must translate content from their student-facing
interfaces. Without an awareness of multiplicity of interfaces, faculty may not consider the
impact the boundaries have on their design and rhetorical content choices on students. Figure 38
illustrates the Critical Digital Teaching Cycle with interface awareness, which interpret, mediate,
and affect the transference of educational information from faculty through the technology to the
student. This model illustrates the faculty-facing and student-facing interfaces as well as the
multiplicity of interfaces within the technology itself. Using this model, faculty consider the
ways in which the interface multiplicity creates boundaries, (mis)representations, and
interpretations of discipline specific content and the technology itself. This adds another layer of
critical understanding, which also takes time, reflection, and effort.

Figure 38: Critical Digital Teaching Cycle with Interface Awareness
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Critical Digital Teaching Cycle with Interface and Affordance Awareness
Another step is necessary in order to build a complete theoretical framework for this
dissertation. Educational technology and specifically educational interfaces include affordances
that allow faculty to design their courses in ways that allow students to achieve learning
outcomes for their courses. In Figure 39, the Critical Digital Teaching Cycle with interface
awareness is augmented to include affordance awareness on the left side of the faculty-facing
interface to illustrate possible affordances that can be utilized by faculty. These affordances for
Canvas specifically include the ability to utilize the grading, administrative, organizational,
standardization, accessibility, interaction, and graphic design affordances as explained in the
Discussion chapter. If faculty are not aware of these affordances, they have a difficult time
designing their courses and need to spend more time figuring out how to use the platform in an
effective way. Technology also constrains what faculty can do, which forces them to make other
decisions which, of course, takes additional time and effort on the part of the faculty. Of course,
there are affordances and constraints on the student-facing interface as well, but this dissertation
is only concerned with the faculty-facing affordances and constraints. This teaching cycle
framework is complex and layered, and requires a high level of teacher reflection, analysis,
engagement, time, and hard work. Understanding that technology allows faculty to teach in
specific ways forces faculty to either concede to the technology, work harder to overcome the
frustration caused by technology, or teach using a technology that fits more with their pedagogy.
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In all of these cases, workload increases, which greatly affects faculty.

Figure 39: Critical Digital Teaching Cycle with Interface and Affordance Awareness

Crisis Complication
The above teaching cycle is a best-case scenario, but 2020 proved to be a worst-case
scenario affecting all faculty and students. Crisis/Resilience pedagogy argues that faculty need to
consider any event that may influence the classroom or student learning. This includes external
factors such as wild fires, hurricanes, and mass shootings and internal factors like depression or
cognitive overload. As stated in the Literature Review, Stommel argues that the word
“resilience” is problematic since faculty should always meet students where they are regardless
of situation, and this is true, but some factors cannot be foreseen, such as a worldwide pandemic.
Faculty cannot account for every eventuality as hard as they might, but creating courses that are
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easy to navigate, consider student input and needs, and leverage affordances well helps to
mitigate problems that could occur from any type of crisis and regardless of modality.
Pandemic Teaching Cycle
The pandemic created a pressure cooker for faculty stressing and straining them to their
limits and contributing to their workload, which complicated the teaching cycle further. The
research in this dissertation shows that the pandemic caused extreme issues for faculty beyond
the illness, including lack of time, fear, stress, and workload problems, so they did not critically
analyze the technology or its use while designing their courses, especially during Spring 2020.
Faculty, however, were much more critical in their approach to course design and pedagogy in
the summer when they had the time to reflect on technology and how they wanted to present
their discipline specific material to students. They made decisions about their own workload and
determined how they wanted to design courses in Canvas based on what they thought would be
best for students. Because of their experience in spring and summer training, faculty became
more aware of the affordances that Canvas has to offer and the constraints that prevented them
from doing what they needed. Because of this, several faculty members used outside technology,
which caused some additional stress and workload but was necessary for them to effectively
teach their courses in ways that they felt would be beneficial to students.
Overall, the research shows that most faculty members wanted their students to succeed
but felt pressure due to the new modality, time constraints, overwhelming workload, and design
affordances in Canvas. These issues greatly affected the decisions they made. Although faculty
made adjustments to their own workload to keep their own sanity, such as eliminating
assignments, they attempted to make decisions that also benefited students including how they
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leveraged the affordances in Canvas’ educational interface and how they overcame constraints
by finding other technologies that allowed them to teach content in pedagogically appropriate
ways. These faculty illustrated tenacity and determination in designing their courses in
unprecedented, scary times, but it is evident that not all faculty focused on educating their
students to become critical thinkers and agents of their own learning. It is difficult to achieve
such an important task given the pandemic environment in which they were working.
Additionally, there were vast pedagogical and technological skill differences among the faculty
studied in this dissertation, but there is no doubt that all faculty worried about their students’
success and health, and their course design in Canvas’ educational interface. Affecting faculty
success, however, was the pandemic itself and the ways in which it forced all faculty out of their
comfort zones and into an electronic teaching environment that shocked them all.
The Critical Digital Teaching Cycle with Interface and Affordance Awareness (CDTC
with IAA) illustrated above must be adjusted to account for the pandemic effects and the results
of the data presented here (See Fig. 40). The external forces of the pandemic created feelings of
fear, stress, exhaustion, and pressure affecting their ability to create materials and teaching their
courses online. All faculty in one way or another learned about and analyzed some affordances
of Canvas, as well as other educational technologies, through their own trial and error, training,
or Google and YouTube which helped to increase their technological proficiency and course
design skills. Faculty also paid closed attention to how they designed their courses in Canvas’
educational interface, although some were more successful than others. The Pandemic Teaching
Cycle illustrates the difficulties that faculty faced. All elements of the previous teaching cycle
are included but to a much smaller degree and with lighter colors to account for their struggles.
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This teaching cycle is complex as the previous “best case” scenario with multiple moving parts
to account for all work that faculty did when they taught and designed their courses, student
action, technology, and the pandemic itself. Unfortunately, given the extreme circumstances that
they were in, all faculty and course designs were negatively impacted by the shift to online
learning.
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Figure 40: Pandemic Teaching Cycle
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Critical Digital Pedagogy calls on faculty to disrupt the status quo of educational
environments, to empower students to become critical thinkers and be vocal in their education
and the world, and to use technology in thoughtful ways to break down barriers, and one positive
outcome of the pandemic is that it disrupted the educational status quo. The pandemic forced
faculty out of their comfort zones into online spaces that were problematic due to the power
dynamics inherently embedded in the educational technology, but faculty worked to overcome
those dynamics by designing their courses in Pages and Assignments in ways that attempted to
“provide a profound educational experience for students” (Fellmayer, 2018). Not all were
successful in their use of affordances, but the disruption in education forced faculty to rethink
their teaching practices and their approach to students and course design, especially during
Summer 2020 when they had more time to learn and work. It must be noted, however, that
emergency remote online teaching as defined in the Introduction to this dissertation is not the
same as pedagogical sound online teaching, but to some extent, all faculty in this study attempted
to move beyond emergency remote online teaching to give their students the education they
deserved although not what they expected.
The faculty studied in this dissertation remained focused on doing what they thought was
best for their students, but admittedly only one faculty, Andy, questioned the power behind the
technology. He verbalized his concerns for the data that companies take and the control that they
have over student education. His concerns are valid and are not addressed often enough by
faculty. This could be because of the other more immediate concerns faculty faced during 2020.
Pam also made an excellent, and very concerning, point about what may happen in the future.
Will universities appropriate designed courses to be taught by facilitators rather than faculty who
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have “intellectual innovations?” This means that faculty may spend hours, days, and months
designing their courses only to be appropriated by universities and taught by other, probably
lower paid faculty, such as adjuncts thereby extending their power over faculty. These faculty
would have no control over redesigning the courses or fixing any issues. Unfortunately, this is
not out of the realm of possibility and would adversely affect both students and faculty.

Limitations to this Study
This dissertation studied only a segment of the Pandemic Teaching Cycle, faculty use and
design utilizing affordances in Canvas’ educational interface and how it affected faculty
workload and stress. Although other aspects of the teaching cycle are based on the literature and
the author’s teaching experience, they have not been studied and are therefore theoretical at this
point. The small sample size for this study is a major limitation, which prevents generalization
for the results, so future research should include a larger sample size including snowball
sampling to reach faculty in a broader range of institutions across the United States to more
thoroughly examine the Pandemic Teaching Cycle. Additionally, the small sample size for both
the survey and interviews could be due to pandemic workload and stress which would have
affected the willingness of faculty participate in this study.
The graphic representing the Pandemic Teaching Cycle is a logical extrapolation from the
teaching cycles at the beginning of this chapter, but many of the elements need further
exploration, as will be discussed in the next section. It should also be noted that answers for
some questions asked in the survey were not included in the Results chapter since they became
irrelevant to the study.
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Recommendations
As shown in this study, faculty who had access to modifiable templates were more
successful in their course design than those who did not, unless they had HTML knowledge and
could code in the HTML Editor. All faculty would benefit from easily modifiable templates for
the course Pages and Assignments, without content since the majority of faculty do not know
how to write in HTML. They also should not have to learn it just to design their courses in
interesting, visually aesthetic, and easy to follow ways. For example, faculty have determined
that including graphics and icons with wrap around text, chunking information in sections, and
adding tabbed pages within the interface, among other design concepts are important, but Canvas
constrains them from creating such elements. Modifiable templates could include pages with
tabs, page breaks for chunky, content drop-down menus that allow for easy navigation, and color
and emphasis headings or subheadings professionally designed, where faculty could choose from
multiple designs and add their curriculum or guidelines. This could, however, bring up issues of
content ownership which would need to be addressed.
The pandemic in 2020 caused faculty to be overworked and stressed and although they
had, and deserve, the freedom to write their own courses, not all faculty had the time or technical
skills to create their educational interfaces in visually aesthetic and easily navigable ways. When
they did put in the work, they were not paid for the additional hours that they dedicated to their
courses; while a few faculty members were paid for training, training is not the same as course
design. If universities’ centers for teaching and learning or instructional designers provided welldesigned templates that are easily modifiable, faculty would still be able to design their courses
as they see fit based on their discipline specific course content and personal pedagogy but would
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have a starting point rather than just a blank white screen under a tool bar. This would allow
faculty to focus on course content rather than design elements. Even though templates would be
a great help to faculty, course design takes a tremendous amount of time and effort, which is
generally not compensated. Such work needs to be acknowledged, but universities could argue
that if they pay faculty to design courses, either through stipends or course releases, then
universities would own the content of those courses.
Additionally, universities need to recognize that teaching last year required significantly
more work than a normal year beyond contractual obligations given the overwhelming amount of
writing curriculum, interacting with students, answering emails, and designing in an LMS.
Faculty also worked continually during 2020 to prepare their courses and learn how to do so
appropriately; therefore, faculty had no breaks as they normally would, which added to their
stress levels and could ultimately impact their health in the long term. In reality, we have no idea
what tolls working year-round during the pandemic will have on faculties’ mental, emotional,
and physical health, especially since universities preferenced student health and success over
those of faculty.
The research has also shown that faculty were focused on their students’ well-being as
well as their education in courses, but many faculty members felt that no one no one cared about
their well-being. The research here shows that many faculty members felt alone without
emotional and technological support from their universities, which added to their stress and
workload. Many faculty members commented on how universities wanted faculty to help
students, but faculty also wanted “life vests” for themselves. In reality, faculty are the interfaces
between universities and students, so universities should place more value on faculty well-being,
180

emotional, mental, physical, and professional, and should also recognize that faculty training and
professional development is imperative both for pedagogical knowledge and for Canvas design.
Additionally, faculty should be offered other types of help if necessary, such as access to on
campus mental or physical health professionals.
This research shows that pedagogical and technological training benefit faculty because
the faculty who had access to centers for teaching and learning or other faculty who showed
them how to leverage Canvas’ affordances fared much better during 2020 than those who did
not. Therefore, institutions need to offer such professional development to their faculty, so they
can be more successful in their teaching practices regardless of external factors as explained in
the Crisis/Resilience Pedagogy section of the Literature Review. As stated in Brownell and
Tanner (2012), the lack of training, time, and incentives are significant barriers in higher
education and although their study focuses on the sciences, these barriers have been proven in
this dissertation. Mintz (2020, Sept. 3) argues that student-centered pedagogies are necessary for
student success, but if faculty do not know what such approaches are, how can they design
effective courses that lead to student success?
Additionally, faculty need to be more cognizant of how technology affects student
success. Although the faculty in this study did what they could under extremely difficult
circumstances to redesign their courses and effectively teach their students, all faculty should
critically and thoughtfully analyze and evaluate the technology they bring into the face-to-face,
hybrid, or online classrooms using the new educational affordance taxonomy as shown in the
Discussion section of this dissertation. Doing so will help them understand whether or not the
technology is necessary, usable, and effective.
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Lastly, although one element of Critical Digital Pedagogy focuses on analyzing
technology so faculty can make informed decisions about its effects on students and student
learning, which was the focus of this dissertation, the theory also argues that faculty need to step
back as the authority in the classroom to make room for student voices and agency in their own
learning. The research in this dissertation shows that all faculty were concerned with their
students, but the research does not show the ways in which faculty critically evaluated their own
authority or whether that authority oppressed their students in any way. Faculty should prioritize
student voices and choices in their course decisions to allow for a democratic, balanced power
dynamic to better align with the Critical Digital Teaching Cycle with Interface and Affordance
Awareness.

Looking Ahead: 2021-2022 School Year
Now that faculty are back the classroom for Fall 2021, universities and faculty must
recognize that pandemic trauma may follow into the classroom, especially given the Delta and
Omicron variants. According to University Business, institutions in 34 states will require
vaccines for faculty and students with New York and California far surpassing other states
(Burts, 2021), but hundreds of universities are not requiring Covid vaccinations, social
distancing, or masks which will impact learning. The lack of Covid protocols will cause new
trauma for some faculty and students alike. Faculty and universities alike need to leverage what
they learned from 2020 and be prepared for any eventuality.
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Future Research
As stated earlier, the Critical Digital Teaching Cycle with Interface and Affordance
Awareness is a best case scenario, but the model could be useful in multiple ways. First, it can
be used to illustrate the shear amount of work that faculty do in their day-to-day teaching so
administrators understand faculty requirements and actions. This could better help administrators
provide faculty course design professional development or mental health services. Second, the
model also illustrates the affect that technology, including required learning management
systems, has on the transference of course specific material from faculty to technology to
students by highlighting the interface multiplicity. Third, this model is not technology specific,
which means that it can be applied to other educational technologies as well; therefore,
additional research could use this model to determine how faculty, students, and teaching
practices are affected by the affordances and constraints in Zoom’s or Poll Everywhere’s
interfaces.
Additionally, the affordances of the educational interface were studied allowing for the
building of a new taxonomy of affordances explaining faculty action as they designed their
courses. This dissertation focused on how faculty leveraged the affordances of the educational
interface in Canvas to design their courses, which leaves a wide array of content for future
studies. Now that a new Educational Affordance Taxonomy has been built, future research
should put that taxonomy into practice to gauge its effectiveness at helping faculty evaluate
educational technologies. As shown in this dissertation, the real life application of Bower’s
(2008) and Antonenko et al.’s (2017) to pandemic technology usage during the online migration
of classes showed the two taxonomies to be lacking in specificity and usefulness Using the new
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Educational Affordance Taxonomy in a similar study would help to solidify its relevance and
allow faculty to better understand the technology they may bring into their classes.
Despite what universities may argue, the 2021-2022 academic year may be a worst case
scenario which could be even more stressful than last year. What will faculty take with them
from the pandemic teaching cycle into the Delta and Omicron variants classroom? What
technologies or teaching strategies were particularly helpful or benefitted student critical
thinking and agency? How can faculty leverage what they learned last year to make this
academic year successful and still allow faculty to balance their workload, family, and health?
Future research could explore the following questions for studying the faculty side of the
Pandemic Teaching Cycle, which would further prove a relationship to Critical Digital
Pedagogy:
1. In what ways did faculty engage in a dialogic, dynamic student-centered
pedagogy to ensure student agency?
2. How did faculty utilize Canvas or other educational technology to communicate,
collaborate, and engage directly with students?
3. How did faculty leverage affordances of educational technologies when engaging
directly with students?
4. In what ways do educational interfaces afford grading, administration,
organization, standardization, accessibility, interaction, and graphic design in
other technologies used for teaching other than Canvas (as shown in the new
taxonomy)?
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Future research questions for studying the student side of the Pandemic Teaching Cycle:
1. In what ways did students have the ability to make assignment, course, or content
decisions in their courses?
2. How did students use technology to collaborate, communicate, and interact with
other students and their professors to facilitate their own learning?
3. To what extent did students feel the student facing interface in Canvas was easily
navigable and useable?
All of these questions on both the faculty and student sides deal specifically with determining the
extent with which a dialogic, dynamic faculty-student was facilitated during the pandemic in
2020. Studying a larger sample size from many institutions across the United States and in
multiple teaching contexts will help to deepen the understanding of crisis teaching, which has
become the norm in higher education, and how it has affected faculty and students.
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Affordance and Canvas’ Educational Interface: Faculty Workload and Stress

Start of Block: INFORMED CONSENT for TWO Universities

Q1 INFORMED CONSENT FORM for
Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University IRB Study on Affordance and Canvas’ Educational
Interface: Faculty Workload and Stress
Purpose of this Research: The purpose of this study is to learn how undergraduate faculty
design their courses in Learning Management Systems, specifically Canvas using Pages and
Assignments. The researcher is specifically interested in how you utilize the affordances and
manage the constraints inherent in the educational technology to design your interface for
students and how this affects your workload and stress level. During this study, you will be asked
to complete an online survey which will take approximately 20 minutes to complete.
Eligibility: You must be 18 years of age or older and teach at a university or college.
Risks or discomforts: The risks of participating in this study are no greater than what is
experienced in daily life.
Benefits: While there are no benefits to you as a participant, your assistance in this research will
help gauge undergraduate faculties’ understanding of the affordances and constraints inherent in
Canvas’ Pages and Assignments and how the labor of designing courses using this technology
affects their workload.
Confidentiality of records: Your individual information will be protected in all data resulting
from this study. Your responses to this survey will be anonymous. No personal information will
be collected other than basic demographic descriptors. The online survey system will not save IP
address or any other identifying information. In order to protect the anonymity of your responses,
I will keep your responses in a password-protected file saved on a USB drive in a drawer in my
private, locked Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University office. No one other than the researcher
will have access to any of the survey responses. Information collected as part of this research
may be used or distributed for future research studies.
Compensation: There is no compensation offered for taking part in this study.
Contact: If you have questions, concerns, or complaints contact Christine I. McClure, Instructor
at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University and graduate student in Texts & Technology at the
University of Central Florida by email at christine.mcclure@erau.edu or
christine.mcclure@knights.ucf.edu. For any concerns or questions as a participant in this
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research, contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 386-226-7179 or via email
teri.gabriel@erau.edu.
Voluntary Participation: Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may
discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. Should you wish to discontinue the research at any time, no information
collected will be used.
Consent: By checking AGREE below, I certify that I am a resident of the U.S., understand the
information on this form, and voluntarily agree to participate in the study. If you do not wish to
participate in the study, simply close the browser or check DISAGREE which will direct you out
of the study. Please print a copy of this form for your records. A copy of this form can also be
requested from Christine McClure at christine.mcclure@erau.edu.

o Agree (1)
o Disagree (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If INFORMED CONSENT FORM for Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University IRB Study on
Affordance and Canvas’... = Disagree

Q2
INFORMED CONSENT FOR
University of Central Florida IRB
Title of Project: Affordance and Canvas’ Educational Interface: Faculty Workload and Stress
Principal Investigator: Christine Irene McClure
Faculty Supervisor: Dr. Mel Stanfill; Dr. Anastasia Salter
You are being invited to take part in a research study. Whether you take part is up to you.
The purpose of this study is to learn about how undergraduate faculty design their courses in
Learning Management Systems, specifically Canvas using Pages and Assignments. The
researcher is specifically interested in how you utilize the affordances and manage the
constraints inherent in this educational technology to design your course for students and how
this affects your workload and stress levels.
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To participate in the study, you must be 18 years of age or older, teach undergraduates at a
university or college, and use Canvas as your Learning Management System.
The individual conducting this research is Christine I. McClure, a Ph.D. student at the
University of Central Florida and Instructor at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University.
What you will be asked to do in the study: You are being asked to participate in an interview
which will include an observation of one of your class sandboxes. The interview will take place
via Zoom at a time that is convenient to you.
Time required: The interview will last no more than 30 minutes.
Video recording: You will be recorded and parts of your sandbox course will be screenshot. If
you do not want to be recorded, you cannot participate in the interview portion of this study. If
you are recorded, the video file and the jpgs from the screenshots will be kept on a USB drive in
a drawer in the researcher’s private, locked Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University office. The
video and screenshot files will be deleted after data analysis is complete.
I will use a pseudonym of your choosing in my dissertation and any published research that
results from this study unless you indicate that you would prefer your real name be used.
Withdraw from participation: Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, and
you are free to withdraw your consent and discontinue participation in this study at any time
without penalty or prejudice.
Study contact for questions about the study or to report a problem: If you have questions,
concerns, or complaints contact Christine I. McClure, graduate student in Texts & Technology at
the University of Central Florida and Instructor at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University by
email at christine.mcclure@knights.ucf.edu or christine.mcclure@erau.edu, Dr. Mel Stanfill,
Program Coordinator, Texts & Technology at mel.stanfill@ucf.edu, or Dr. Anastasia Salter,
Director, Texts & Technology at Anastasia@ucf.edu.
IRB contact about your rights in this study or to report a complaint: If you have questions
about your rights as a research participant, or have concerns about the conduct of this study,
please contact Institutional Review Board (IRB), University of Central Florida, Office of
Research, 12201 Research Parkway, Suite 501, Orlando, FL 32826-3246 or by telephone at
(407) 823-2901, or email irb@ucf.edu.
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o Agree (1)
o Disagree (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If INFORMED CONSENT for University of Central Florida IRB Title of Project: Affordance and
Canvas’... = Disagree

End of Block: INFORMED CONSENT for TWO Universities
Start of Block: Demographics

Q3 Do you teach undergraduate courses?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If Do you teach undergraduate courses? = No

Q4 Does your university use Canvas as its Learning Management System?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If Does your university use Canvas as its Learning Management System? = No
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Q5 Do you create, write, design, and build ANY part of your own courses in Canvas? (i.e. not
just facilitate already created courses with no opportunity to make changes)

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If Do you create, write, design, and build ANY part of your own courses in Canvas? (i.e. not
just fa... = No

Q6 Choose the best answer that represents your position (select all that apply):

▢

Tenured (1)

▢

Tenure track (2)

▢

Non-tenure track full time (3)

▢

Adjunct (4)
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Q7 How long have you been teaching in higher education?

o 0-3 years (1)
o 4-7 years (2)
o 8-10 years (3)
o 11-15 years (4)
o 16-20 years (5)
o 21- more years (6)
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Q8 Identify your highest degree:

o Ph.D. (1)
o Ed.D. (2)
o J.D. (3)
o M.D. (4)
o MFA (5)
o MA (6)
o MS (7)

Q9 What is your institution? (select all that apply)

▢

Four-year private (1)

▢

Four-year public (2)

▢

Two-year public (3)
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Q10 Which of the following discipline do you most closely associate yourself with?

o Humanities/Communication (1)
o Aviation/aeronautics (2)
o Social Sciences (3)
o Computer and Information Sciences (4)
o Physical Sciences (5)
o Biological Sciences (6)
o Business (7)
o English/Writing (8)
o Medicine (9)
o Education (10)
o Mathematics (11)
o Engineering (12)
o Other (13)
204

Q11 How many classes did you teach during Spring 2020?

o 1-2 (1)
o 3-4 (2)
o 5 or more (3)

Q12 How many classes did you teach Fall 2020?

o 1-2 (1)
o 3-4 (2)
o 5 or more (3)
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Q13 Approximately how many students do you teach each year?

o Under 30 (1)
o 31-60 (2)
o 61-100 (3)
o 101-150 (4)
o 151-200 (5)
o 201 or 300 (6)
o 301 or more (7)
End of Block: Demographics
Start of Block: Please answer the following questions regarding your work BEFORE Spring 2020:

Q14 Before Spring 2020, had you ever taught online (any variation)?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
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Q15 Before Spring 2020, were you trained by an instructional designer or another person on how
to use, create, and design in Canvas?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: Q17 If Before Spring 2020, were you trained by an instructional designer or another person on how to use...
= No

Q16 Please describe the Canvas training you received before Spring 2020:
________________________________________________________________

Q17 How much of your courses (assignments, presentations, videos, and/or quizzes) were
already uploaded to Canvas before migrating online when the Pandemic hit?

o All (1)
o Most (2)
o Some (3)
o A little (4)
o None at all (5)
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Q18 How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, or creating your course materials in
Canvas before the Pandemic?

o Extreme (1)
o A lot (2)
o Some (3)
o A little (4)
o None at all (5)

Q19
To what extent did you feel stress while writing, designing, or creating your courses in Canvas
before the Pandemic?

o To a very great extent (1)
o To a great extent (7)
o To some extent (2)
o To a small extent (3)
o None at all (5)
End of Block: Please answer the following questions regarding your work BEFORE Spring 2020:
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Start of Block: Please answer the following questions regarding your work DURING Spring 2020:

Q20 To what extent did you write, create, design, or redesign in Canvas during the Pandemic in
Spring 2020?

o To a very great extent (1)
o To a great extent (2)
o To some extent (3)
o To a small extent (4)
o Not at all (5)
Skip To: End of Block If To what extent did you write, create, design, or redesign in Canvas during the Pandemic in
Spring... = Not at all

Q21 In what ways did you write, create, design, or redesign your courses during the Pandemic
in Spring 2020?
________________________________________________________________
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Q22 To what extent did you feel qualified (based on your knowledge of Canvas) to write, create,
design, or redesign your Canvas courses during the Pandemic in Spring 2020 for fully online
implementation?

o To a very great extent (1)
o To a great extent (2)
o To some extent (3)
o To a small extent (5)
o Not al all (6)

Q23 How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your course
materials in Canvas during the Pandemic in Spring 2020 overall? (i.e. adding more assignments,
material, videos, quizzes, reorganizing, etc.)

o Extreme (1)
o A lot (2)
o Some (3)
o A little (4)
o None (5)
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Skip To: End of Block If How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your course
materi... = None

Q24 To what extent did you feel stress while writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your
courses in Canvas during the Pandemic in Spring 2020? (i.e. adding more assignments, material,
videos, quizzes, reorganizing, etc.)

o To a very great extent (1)
o To a great extent (2)
o To some extent (3)
o To a small extent (4)
o Not at all (5)
Skip To: Q26 If To what extent did you feel stress while writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your course... =
Not at all

Q25 If you felt any stress while writing, designing, creating, or designing your courses
in Canvas during the Pandemic in Spring 2020, what do you think caused or contributed to it?
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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Q26 How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your
materials in Canvas ASSIGNMENTS specifically during the Pandemic in Spring 2020?

o Extreme (1)
o A lot (2)
o Some (3)
o A little (4)
o None (5)
Skip To: Q29 If How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your materials in... =
None

Q27 Did you encounter any issues when writing, creating, designing, or redesigning in Canvas
ASSIGNMENTS specifically during the Pandemic in Spring 2020?

o Yes (7)
o No (8)

Q28 When using Canvas ASSIGNMENTS, what caused you to spend the most time or caused
you issues?
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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Q29
How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your materials in
Canvas PAGES specifically during the Pandemic in Spring 2020?

o Extreme (1)
o A lot (2)
o Some (3)
o A little (4)
o None (5)
Skip To: Q32 If How much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning your materials in... =
None

Q30 Did you encounter an issues when writing, creating, designing, or redesigning in Canvas
PAGES specifically during the Pandemic in Spring 2020?

o Yes (4)
o No (5)

Q31 When using Canvas PAGES, what caused you to spend the most time or caused you issues?
________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________

Q32 Do you feel that you had adequate support (instructional designer, other faculty) in writing,
creating, designing, or redesigning your courses in Canvas during the Pandemic in Spring 2020?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
o I did not receive any support. (3)
Skip To: End of Block If Do you feel that you had adequate support (instructional designer, other faculty) in writing,
cre... = I did not receive any support.

Q33 What kind of support did you receive to help you write, create, design, or redesign your
courses in Canvas during the Pandemic in Spring 2020?
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Please answer the following questions regarding your work DURING Spring 2020:
Start of Block: Identify Affordances that you have used in Assignments and Pages
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Q34 Please identify the affordances of Canvas PAGES and ASSIGNMENTS you have used to
design the interface of any course during any semester (mark all that apply):

▢

Bold (24)

▢

Italics (25)

▢

Underline (3)

▢

Strikethrough (4)

▢

Highlight (5)

▢

Font size (6)

▢

Font color (7)

▢

Superscript or subscript (8)

▢

External hyperlinks (9)

▢

Course hyperlinks (10)

▢

Upload image (11)

▢

Course image (12)
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▢

Course document (13)

▢

Record Studio video (14)

▢

Embed apps (15)

▢

Change justification: left, center, or right (16)

▢

Bullet points, alpha, or numeric (17)

▢

Increase or decrease indentations (18)

▢

Table (19)

▢

Change cell properties (20)

▢

Basic or advanced equations (21)

▢

Accessibility checker (22)

▢

Html editor (23)
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Q35 Please identify the additional affordances specific to Canvas ASSIGNMENTS that you have
used in any course during any semester (mark all that apply):

▢

Points (1)

▢

Assignment group (2)

▢

Display grade as: percentage, points, complete/incomplete, letter grade, GPA

scale, not graded (3)

▢

Submission type (4)

▢

Number of submission attempts allowed (5)

▢

Plagiarism review- Turnitin (6)

▢

Group assignment (7)

▢

Peer reviews (8)

▢

Assigned to (9)

▢

Due (10)

▢

Available from (11)
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▢

Available to (12)

End of Block: Identify Affordances that you have used in Assignments and Pages
Start of Block: Please answer the following questions regarding your work for and during Fall 20

Q36 Did you receive training by an instructional designer, Center for Teaching and Learning, or
another person on how to use, create, and design in Canvas to help you prepare for Fall 2020
(i.e. attend a workshop during summer)?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: Q38 If Did you receive training by an instructional designer, Center for Teaching and Learning, or anoth... =
No

Q37 Were you compensated in any way (i.e. course release or stipend) to participate in Canvas
training to help you prepare for Fall 2020?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
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Q38 For Fall 2020, were you required to teach any fully online (either asynchronous or
synchronous) course?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)

Q39 For Fall 2020, were you required to teach any hybrid, hyflex, or split (or some other
variation of face-to-face/online mix) course?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
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Q40
For Fall 2020, how much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning
your course materials in Canvas?

o Extreme (1)
o A lot (2)
o Some (3)
o A little (4)
o None (5)
Skip To: Q43 If For Fall 2020, how much time did you dedicate to writing, designing, creating, or redesigning you... =
None

Q41 For Fall 2020, to what extent did you feel stress while writing, creating, designing, or
redesigning your courses in Canvas?

o To a very great extent (1)
o To a great extent (2)
o To some extent (3)
o To a small extent (4)
o Not at all (5)
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Skip To: Q43 If For Fall 2020, to what extent did you feel stress while writing, creating, designing, or redesign... =
Not at all

Q42 What do you think caused or added to your time requirement or stress while writing,
creating, designing, or redesigning your courses in Canvas during Fall 2020?
________________________________________________________________

Q43 For Fall 2020, did your approach to using Canvas PAGES and ASSIGNMENTS, specifically,
change based on what you learned from your Spring 2020 experience or any summer training
you received?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: End of Block If For Fall 2020, did your approach to using Canvas PAGES and ASSIGNMENTS, specifically,
change base... = No

Q44 For Fall 2020, how did your approach to using Canvas PAGES and ASSIGNMENTS,
specifically, change?
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Please answer the following questions regarding your work for and during Fall 20
Start of Block: Please complete for future contact:
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Q45 Would you be willing to participate in an interview via Zoom to talk about your Canvas
course design, workload, and stress?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If Would you be willing to participate in an interview via Zoom to talk about your Canvas
course des... = No

Q46 During the interview, would you be willing to show me how you create your Pages and
Assignments in your Canvas sandbox (not live class)?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If During the interview, would you be willing to show me how you create your Pages and
Assignments i... = No

Q47 Would you be willing to let me record our interview in Zoom and take screenshots of your
Pages and Assignments in your Canvas sandbox (not live class)?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If Would you be willing to let me record our interview in Zoom and take screenshots of your
Pages an... = No
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Q48 Please leave your contact information including your name, a phone number, and email
address where you can be reached.
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Please complete for future contact:
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APPENDIX G: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
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1. Describe your use of Canvas.
2. How much experience have you had with Canvas in general?
3. How much experience have you had with Pages and Assignments in particular?
4. What kind of Canvas training have you received?
5. Was it sufficient for you to feel comfortable and confident in using and/or designing your
materials?
6. What features or functions of Canvas’ Pages and Assignments do you use the most?
Why?
7. Are there features or functions of Canvas’ Pages and Assignments that you are aware of
but don’t know how to use?
•

If so, which ones?

8. Please show me one of the Pages that you created. How did you create this Page?
9. Please show me one of the Assignments that you create. How did you create this
Assignment?
10. How did you feel about moving fully online in Spring 2020?
11. How did you feel about your courses during Fall 2020?
12. How long did it take you to design your courses in Pages and Assignments?
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